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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Tue RECENTLY issued report of the Incorporated Law Society 
states that: “‘ Compulsory registration on sale having come into 
force in some parts of the county of London, and being about 
to be extended to the remainder of the county, the Council 
have taken measures to obtain information as to the working 
of the system, in view of its possible extension to other parts of 
England, and have issued to members forms of return in which 
to insert particulars of the time occupied and expenses incurred 
in conveyancing transactions in so far as they are attributable 
to compulsory registration. Very few returns have yet been 
received completed.” The suggestion thus adopted by the 
society has been repeatedly urged in our columns, and we 
earnestly hope that all solicitors who have transactions with the 
Land Transfer Office will take care to fill up a form of return 
and send it to the secretary of the Incorporated Law Society. 
It is important, with regard to proposed future extensions of the 
system, that statistics should be obtained from practitioners for 
chucking the records kept by the office. 





We At know that the prerogative right of the Crown to 
grant special leave to appeal to the Privy Council can be 
restricted or abandoned by the express words of an Act ora 
charter made in pursuance cf statu authority. But can it 
be limited by the Act of a colonial legislature? This question 
has been repeatedly raised by Canada, and the answer, 
so far, appears to have been in the negative—c/., on the 
whole subject, Valin v. Langlois (1879, 5 App. Cas. 115), 
Cushing v. Dupuy (1880, 1. 409), Kennedy v. Puree 
(1888, 59 L. T. 279). There appears to be some of 
the issue being raised er oe double Sean te 
Australian Act (No. 2 of 1899): (1) that there shall be no 
appeal from the High Court for Australasia where the question 
affects the Australasian Constitution, unless the public interests 
of some other part of the Queen’s dominions are at stake; and 
(2) that the Federal Parliament may — laws limiting the 
royal prerogative in other cases. t is im t that 
the limitation of this prerogative should not conceded 
to colonial legislatures: a reference to such cases as Prince v. 
Gagnon (1883, 8 App. Cas. 102), Canada Central Railway Co. 
(1888, 8 App. Cas. 574), Carter v, Matson (ib., 530), shews how 
cautiously “ special leave” is granted, and the right of every 
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subject to have ultimate recourse to the Crown for redress, 
which received statutory sanction as far back as in an Act of 
25 Hen. 8, c. 19, s. 4, ought not to be lightly taken away. 





AN INTERESTING, and we belivve novel, point of practice 
occupied the attention of Court of Appeal No. 2 just before it 
rose for the vacation. In the action of Edge § Son v. Gallon § 
Son the plaintiffs obtained at the trial an injunction with costs, 
and these costs were taxed and paid over to their splicitors, the 
amount thereof being £1,105. The defendants appealed with 
success, and the Court of Appeal discharged the order for the 
injunction, and gave the defendants the costs above and below. 
This involved the return of the £1,105 to the defendants. The 
order of the Court of Appeal, as drawn up by the registrar, 
directed that the £1,105 should be returned to the defendants, 
with interest from the date of payment to the date of the judg- 
ment of the Court of Appeal. Nothing had been said in court 
about interest, but the registrar inserted the direction as to 
interest as a matter of commonform. The plaintiffs then moved 
to vary the minutes by omitting the direction to pay interest, and 
the Court of Appeal directed that it should be omitted, and gave 
the plaintiffs the cost of the application. The Master of the Rolls | 
said that in such a case a direction to pay interest ought not to | 
be inserted as a common form, but he declined to express an 
opinion as to whether the court had power to order interest to 
be paid on costs directed to be returned or not. We think that | 
if an opinion had been expressed it would have been in the | 
negative. An order to return costs creates a judgment debt for 
the amount, and interest at £4 per cent. per annum would of 
course be due, under 1 & 2 Vict. c. 110, from the date when the 
judgment directing the return was pronounced. But until the 
judgment directing the return is pronounced, there is no liability 
to pay the amount, and therefore no debt upon which interest 
could by any ingenuity be held payable. 








THE DASTARDLY attack on M. Lanort is a startling illustration 
of the bitterness which the unhappy Dreyrvs affair has aroused 
in France. The possibility of Dreyrus himself being assassin- 
ated has been in everybody’s mind ; but the attempt to murder 
his counsel is an infamy which had not been anticipated. As 
the culprit is still at large, and nothing appears to be known of | 
him, it is useless to speculate as to the real authors of the crime. | 
General Menrcier and his fellow officers, who were just about to | 
be subjected to M. Lazort’s cross-examination, were the first to | 
benefit by his absence from the trial; but this is no evidence | 
either that they or the Anti-Dreyfusite party generally are impli- 
cated in the matter. For the honour of France it is to be hoped 
that this attempt tostifle truth bysilencing the tongue whichcould | 
do most to elicit it, is the work of a solitary hand. Apart from ' 
the attack on M. Lazort, the trial at Rennes affords ample matter 
for wonder. It is safe to affirm that never was any trial upon 
which the public have been allowed to gaze such a travesty | 
of justice. It is well known that the French mode of ad- | 
ministering justice differs from our own, but few people 
were prepared to find the difference so strikingly displayed. 
Although the trial has lasted so many days, and numerous 
witnesses (sc-called) have been examined, not an effort 
seems to have been made to produce any real evidence that 
Daryrvs is guilty of the crime imputed to him. It has to be | 
remembered, indeed, that the court is composed of soldiers, but 
this fact does not excuse the scenes which are daily enacted. As 
the matter stands Dreryrvs is as likely as not to be adjudged | 
guilty, because the generals one after another say he is guilty. | 
One longs to see a real court charged with the trial and a judge | 
like Lord Russriz dealing with the wearisome succession of 
prosecuting witnesses. But even the court-martial should have 
some percep'ion of what is evidence and what is mere irrelevant 
hearsay and assertion, and should insist on something resembling 
the former being forthcoming. 
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AN aMusixG contribution to the discussion on the circuit 
system is contained in the Zimes of the 17th inst. The 
author declares himself a barrister who began his career fifteen 


years ago as judge’s marshal to a newly-appointed judge, and 
who, for a time, practised; but subsequently he found it more 
profitable to work apart from the bar. He, therefore, claims at 
once a knowledge of the actualities of crimioal jurisdiction, ang 
a disinterested position with regard to its reform. His leading 
statement as to the actualities is that newly-appointed judgeg 
are singularly ignorant of criminal law. ‘‘Since judges are 
chosen for the most part from men eminent at the bar and ig 
politice—a good deal of politics will make up for very 
little forensic experience—and since very few men who come 
to the front either at the bar or in politics will so much as look 
at a brief in a criminal case, the majority of new judges knog 
nothing at all about criminal law when they begin to administer 
it. . . . Our practice is t» take a lawyer immersed ip 
commercial technicalities, and to bring him face to face with the 
technicalities of the criminal law; and for the most part, native 
talent notwithstanding, he makes a terrible mess of it.” As to 
the ‘‘ terrible mess,” we have our doubts, and it may be as well, 
with a view to the liberal administrativn of the criminal lay, 
that the judges have not been all their practising lives steeped 
in its technicalities. But while the above is the view of the 
correspondent as to judges in general, he urges that it is by no 
means impossible to discover an eminent crimioal lawyer, and 
that such a one could be made a permanent judge of assize— 
‘Recorder of England so to speak”—and go his round, 
speedily delivering all gaols, aud introducing uniformity of 
sentences. We gather that all the other judges would be 
available for civil cases. This is simplifying the circuit system 
with a vengeance. 





Tue Home Secrerary, in a circular which he has just issued 
to the clerks to justices, and which we print elsewhere, calls 
attention to the extension of summary jurisdiction which has 
been effected by the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899. The 
First Schedule to the Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1879, which 
includes larceny and embezzlement and some other similar 
offences, has been extended by the inclusion of the offences of 
obtaining money, &c., by false pretences, and of setting fire 
maliciously to any wood, heath, &«. The result is that young 
persons—that is, children between twelve and sixt2en—charged 
with these offences can by consent be dealt with summarily, as 


also an adult who pleads guilty; while an adult who does no 


plead guilty to a charge of false pretences cin by con 
sent be tried summarily, provided the sum obtained 
does not exceed 40s. It is important, however, that 
a@ person charged with false pretences, aud consenting 
to be dealt with summarily, should know what a false pretence 
is, and the new Act accordingly directs that the court shall 
expound to him the law on this poiat. The accused person ist) 
be told in effect that a false pretence means a false reprassnte- 
tion by words, writing, or conduct that some fact exists or 
existed, and that a promise as to future conduct not intended 
to be kept is not in itself a fa'se pretence. This isa gool enough 
statement of the law in the abstract, but magistrates will have to 
exercise their ingenuity in translating it into concrete cas3s to 
make it intelligible to those whom they address. Thus it is no 
“ false pretence” if a man obtains money on the pretence that 
he is going to pay his rent with it. This is merely a promise a 
to future conduct, not a statement of an existing fact. The 
second section of the new Act carries the principle of summary 
jurisdiction still further in the case of young persons, 

extends the jurisdiction by consent alrealy existing under 
section 11 of the Act of 1879, as regards the scheduled 
offences, to all indictable offences other than homicide. In this 
respect, therefore, ‘‘ young persons” are now placed on the 
same footing as children, and boys under fourteen can be birched 


| for any offence except homicide, 


Tue Hovse of Lords have decided, insSmith vy. Richmond, that 
where a market-garden has glass-houses upon it, it is nd 
entitled, in respect of the glass-houses, to the partial exemption 
from rates conferred upon agricultural land by the Agricult 
Rates Act, 1896. The provisions of the Act upon the point are 
by no means clear, and in the courts below there was a g 
deal of judicial difference of opinion. It is sufficient to refer #0 
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section 1 (1) and to section 9. Under the former enactment the 
occupier of agricultural land is to be liable, in the case of every 
rate to which the Act applies, to pay one half only of the rate in 
the pound payable in respect of buildings and other heredita- 
ments. Under the latter, the expression “ agricultural land ” 
means any land used as arable, meadow, or pasture ground only, 
and aleo (inter alia) market-gardens. There are two ways of look- 
jng at these provisions, depending on the weight given to the 
definition clause. The natural course is to take the definition clause 
first, and by its light to interpret the enacting clause. If this is 
done, market-gardens are introduced under the term “‘ agricul- 
tural land,” without any reference to the question whether they 
naturally fall within that term or not, and whatever buildings 
properly form a part of market-gardens are introduced as well. 
Hence, in the enacting clause (section 1 (1)) the term “agricultural 
land”? may well include market-gardens with the glaes-houses on 
them, notwithstanding the apparent opposition in that claure 
between egricultural land and buildings. This is the view that 
was adopted by Coxzins, J., in the Divisional Court, and by 
Vavenan Wit11Ams, L.J., in the Court of Appeal (1898, 1 Q. B. 
683), and, but for the weight of authority the other way, we 
should have said it was probably right. According to the 
opposite view the enacting clause starts with a distinction 
between agricultural land and buildings, and in dealing with the 
definition clause this distinction is made effectual to exclude 
from market-gardens whatever buildings there may be upon 
them. This view found favour with Ritey, J., in the Divi- 
sional Court, with Linpiey and Riesy, L.JJ., in the Court of 
jm and it has now been unanimously adopted in the House 
of Lords. 





Tue JuDGMENT of Cozens-Harpy, J., in Re Wheeler, when 
compared with the recent decision of the Court of Appeal in 
Softlaw v. Welch (ante, p. 655), appears to introduce a fresh 
anomaly into the law affecting the liability of the property of a 
married woman to satisfy her debts. Under section 1, sub- 
section 2, of the Married Women’s Property Act, 1882, a 
married women can render herself liable on a contract only in 
respect of and to the extent of her separate property, and by 
sub-section 5 it is enacted that every married woman carrying 
ona trade separately from her husband shall, in respect of her 
separate property, be subject tothe bankruptcy laws in the same 
way asif she were a feme sole. Both the clauses, however, are 
subject to the overriding provision of section 19, which prevents 
the Act from interfering with any marriage settlement, or ‘with 
any restriction agains€ anticipation attached to the enjoyment of 
property by a married woman. Consequently, where there is a 
restriction against anticipation the property is neither subject to 
the contract of the married woman, nor is it liable to be taken 
for her creditors in her bankruptcy. But although this is so as 
long as the coverture, and therefore the restraint on anticipation, 
continues, it might be that the property would be set free for 
the creditor on the contract, or for the creditors generally in 
bankruptcy, when by the death of the husband the coverture 
ceases and the restriction against anticipation comes to an end. 
It is assumed in both cases that the contract is made, and the 

kruptcy occurs during the coverture. It has been held, how- 
ever, that in the case of a contract this is not so. Whether 
judgment on the contract is obtained before the death 
of the husband (Pelton Bros. v. Harrison, 39 W. R. 689; 
1891, 2 Q. B. 422), or after (Softlaw v. Welch (supra) ), 
the restriction against anticipation, though in fact gone, is 
deemed, for the purpose of liability under the contract, to be 
operative, and the execution on the judgment is limited 
ingly. It might be supposed that the same would be the 
tesult in the case of bankruptcy, but in Re Wheeler Cozzns- 
Hanpy, J., has held otherwise. After the death of the husband 
the settled property is still deemed to be “‘ separate property ” 
Within the meaning of that term as used in sub-section 5, and 
since the restriction against anticipation is gone, there is, in 
the learned judge’s opinion, nothing to prevent the sub-section 
having full operation. Oomacyuentiy the entire interest of 
the widow in the property passes to her trustee in bankruptcy. 
t is not 4 to see why, in this respect, the general creditors 
should “ow in a better position than a single creditor suing on 
contract. 


COPYRIGHT IN REPORTS OF SPEECHES. 


In the case of Walter v. Lane it has been decided by Norra, J., 
that the reporter of a speech has copyright in the report. Haviug 
regard to the merits of the question, and to the recent authorities 
on the law of copyright, it does not seem that any other con- 
clusion was possible. It is true that if a speech is reportel 
strictly verbatim, the reports prepared simultaneously by differen: 
persons will necessarily be identical, but even on this assumption 
each reporter might well have a copyright ia the speech as thus 
petal and might complain of his report being appropriated 
and republished by a person who had not beon present at the 
delivery of the speech, or who, if preeent, had not taken it dowa 
in shorthand. In point of fact, however, the mere taking and 
transcribing of shorthand notes is not the whole of the 
reporter’s function. In the present action, which was brought by 
the proprietors of the Zimes to restrain the republication of the 
Times reports of speeches by Lord Roszpgry, the following 
evidence was given by one of the reporters employed by that 
paper: ‘In the course of their duty the reporters of the Zimes 
have to exercise their judgment and skill so as to represent in a 
form fit for publication the features of the meetings and the 
material parts of, and the sense of, the speeches made at them. 
This involves considerable skill and labour. Notes of the pro- 
ceedings and speeches are taken in shorthand, which are after- 
wards carefully corrected and revised and written out and 
punctuated.” It hardly requires, indeed, the evidence of a 
reporter to shew that this is necessarily the modus operandi, and 
it is easily intelligible that two reports of the same speech will 
exhibit substantial variations. With regard to the speaker's 
right in respect of the speech as actually delivered, the present 
case raised no question. But, by the time the speech has baen 
taken down in shorthand and prepared for publication, the 
report of the speech, as distinguished from the spech itsel!, is 
a literary composition which has been the subject of independent 
labour, and; whatever may be the rights as between the speaker 
and the reporter, there can be no question that the reporter has 
a right in the report which forbids its republication by a 
stranger. 

If copyright depended upon the literary form of the written 
composition, the result would doubtless be different. The literary 
form and the substance of the speech come from the speaker ; 
but, unless the speech has been previously committed to 
writing, it would have only a temporary existence were it not 
for the labour of the reporter. It is to that labour that the 
existence of the speech as a written composition is due, and it is 
that labour which makes the epeech permanent. It is difficult to 
conceive how protection onl be withheld from the reporter 
when it has been granted to the directory compiler and to the 
publishers of railway time-tables and of “tape prices.” In all 
these cases there are certain facts which it is Me to record in 
printed form, and the work of all persons who so record them 
will be similar. But this does not prevent each person from 
having a right in the form of the record as made by him, and 
it is a violation of this right if his competitor adopts 
his record in order to avoid the trouble of obtaining inde- 
pendent information for himself. This was clearly put by 
Woon, V.C., in Kelly v. Morris (L. R. 1 Eq. p. 701), where the 
Post Office London Directory was in question: ‘‘ In the case of 
a dictionary, map, guide-book, or directory, where there are 
certain common objects of information which must, if described 
correctly, be described in the same words, a subsequent compiler 
is bound to set about doing for himself that which the first 
compiler has done.” In the case of Exchange Telegraph Co. v. 
Gregory (1896, 1 Q. B. 147) the information which was the cause 
of litigation was not accessible to the defendant, but this was no 
justification for his taking it and republishiog it from the record 
prepared by the plaintiffs. The information related to prices 
on the Stock Exchange. These were collected for the plain- 
tiffs under an arrangement with the Stock Exchange 
committee, and published in newspaper form. There was thus 
nothing literary about the composition, except that it furnished 
printed information of certain facts of interest, but the want of 
authorship in the ordinary sense was no reason for refusing the 
protection of the law. Independent labour and had gone 
( to the preparation of the matter contained in the newspaper, 
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and this was sufficient to found a claim to copyright, notwith- 
standing the absence of literary form. Where the information 
is already accessible in printed form, as in the case of railway 
time-tables, it is more difficult perhaps for a compiler who has 
recourse to them to secure copyright in his compilation, but here 
again it is a question of the indeperdent labour which his com- 
pilation involves, and if he treats the time-tables in such a 
manner as to embody in them his own toil and research he is 
entitled to protection: Leslie v. Young § Sons (1894, A. O. 335). 

Considering the extent to which the law of copyright has been 
carried—and very properly carried—in protecting publications 
which, while devoid of literary merit, preserve valuable informa- 
tion in printed form, it is difficult to see how such protection 
could be refused to the work of the reporter. The two points 
necessary to found copyright are a written composition and 
independent labour in its production. In the case of a report of 
a speech both these elements exist, and there is not the slightest 
reason why an outsider should be allowed to rob the reporter of 
the result of his work. An attempt was made in the argument 
to justify this violation of the reporter’s property by urging that 
otherwise Lord Roszzery himeelf would be prevented from re- 
publishing his speeches from the Times reports. But, as Norra, 
J., observed, such a result has nothing absurd init. Having 
regard to the manner in which the speeches were delivered, the 
speaker apparently retained no property in them, and he would 
have had no right to restrain their publication. And whether 
he had a right to the matter of the speeches or not, he certainly 
had no right to take advantage of the Jabour expended in pre- 
paring the :eport. A speaker can publish his speech from his 
own notes or from memory, but if he has neglected himself to take 
steps to preserve it ho is no better off than any other person with 
regard to a report prepared by a stranger to him. If he desires 
afterwards to make use of the report he must do so by favour of 
the reporter. The work of the reporter is laborious and requires 
at once skill and judgment, and it is fully entitled to the pro- 
tection of the law. 





TWO CENTURIES OF CRIMINAL LAW. 
II. 


WE entered last week on a discussion of the trial of Spencer 
Cowrer two hundred years ago, ccusidering the preliminary 
stages. 

None of the prisoners could have counsel to defend them, but 
as CowPEzr was a practising barrister—the judge said to him: 
“‘T have several times seen how you have managed your clients’ 
causes to their advantage’”’—and practically defended the men 
who were “in the same boat” as himself, this disability did 
not work as harshly as it often did. Its origin, indeed, was 
honourable to our criminal law, for, in the language of Coke, 
‘‘the evidence to convict a prisoner should be so manifest as it 
cannot be contradicted ’—.¢., if he was clearly guilty counsel 
could avail him nothing ; ifhe was not clearly so, he was entitled 
to an acquittal without counsel. It was not till 1836 that the 
present absolute right of any person on any criminal charge to 
be represented by a lawyer was established. Before that 
counsel was often allowed to argue a pure point of /aw for a 
prisoner, and even to coach him as to what questions he should 
ask or to cross-examine for him ; but this is obviously an embar- 
rassing and unsatisfactory system. In the case before us, CowPER 
suggests once or twice that counsel should be assigned to him to 
argue with the Crown counsel (one Jones). He suggests it first 
when there was a question as to the challenges to the jurors. 

In this respect the law was practically the same then as it is 
now. The challenges on both sides exhausted the panel in 
court. The report here is certainly defective, but the course of 
the argument can be safely made out, and Cowrrr claimed that 
the whole panel being gone through, the Crown was now bound 
to shew some legal cause for their objections. This un- 
doubtedly was and is the law, and the judge upheld this view 
aginst the Crown counsel, who protested that it was unheard of 
for the King to shew cause, adding, ‘and I believe some of 
the King’s counsel will say they have not known it done.” The 


to-day. The Crown challenged one Dantex Ciapxz apparently on 
political grounds, whereupon the judge said, “If there hath 
been any great friendship between any juryman and the party, 
it will look ill if he be insisted on.” Then Cowrzr said: “ My 
lord, do not insist upon it, but I profess I know of no friend. 
ship, only that Mr. Crarxe in elections hath taken oy 
interest in town. I knowI havo a just cause. Iam ready to 
be tried before your lordship and any fair jury of the county, 
therefore I do not insist upon it.” Mr. Clarke was not sworn, 
It would be impossible to-day that any assize town should be 
divided in its view as to a prisoner’s innocence or guilt—as 
Hertford, and, indeed, England, then was—according to its 
political sympathies, or that a juror should be openly 
challenged at all on purely political grounds. Consequently 
such a speech as that just cited about ‘‘any fair jury” js 
almost inconceivable. In short, the challenge has almost entirely 
lost its importance. 

Jonss, of whom nothing seems to be known, opens shortly and 
temperately. He tersely states the golden rule, by no means 
always observed in his day and sometimes (alas!) rot now; 
‘For my part, I shall never, as counsel in the case of blood, 
aggravate.” It is a material part of his case—and this is the 
sole scientific interest of tho trial—that “it is contrary t 
nature that any persons that drown themselves should flog 
upon the water,” ergo, the poor lady who was fouad floating 
(with some of her clothes off) was dead when she was put inty 
the water, ergo she was murdered. 

When the witnesses come, examination and cross-examination 
are not rigidly but roughly kept distinct ; each side interposes 
during the other’s innings, and the prisoner even asks questions 
during re-examination; but, after all, even now questions ar 
often interpolated for convenience or consequentially, and, o 
the whole, there is a pretty distinct outline of our present 
procedure. It must be remembered there were no counsel t 
wrangle about the law of evidence. 

The witnesses seem to have remained out of court till their 
turn came, just as they do at the present day in criminal cases, 
Originally they must have done so in all cases, as counsel’ 
constant formula to the usher shews, ‘‘Call So-and-so.” Asa 
matter of courtesy doctors and other professional men an 
allowed to remain within, unless their evidence is material ani 
it is sought to discredit it. In this case, as soon as the prosecu- 
tion began its medical evidence, CowPEr asked leave to have it 
his ‘‘ physicians of note and eminency from London,” 
obviously with a view to rebut or criticise the Crown’ 
diagnosis. Leave was at once granted, and a great array the 
wore. 

To-day the contradictions of experts are a proverb ; neva 
were they more desperate than in this case. It may be said # 
once that almost the whole weight of learning was on the sis 
of the defence, and that the Crown doctors were hopelessly 
wrong. In the words of Macavuray, ‘‘The case against the 
prisoners rested chiefly on the vulgar error that a human boy 
found floating in water must have been thrown inte 
the water after death. . On the other side appeared a 
array of men of science whose names are still remembered”— 
é.g., Witt1aM Cowrer (no relation of the prisoner’s), Savi 
Gartu, and Hans Stoanz. Only the physicians for the defent 
seem to have been at the trouble of making experiments. 

The following colloquy would sound strange to-day : 

Cowrer: I would ask the doctor one question, my lord; 
whether he was not a constant voter against the interest of ow 
family in this corporation ? 

Dr, Nattor: I never did come to give a vote but Sir Witt 
Cowper or his son opposed me and said I had no right to vob 

Cowper: I would have asked the same question of th 
Dimspates if I had remembered it; they are of another party, 
as this gentleman is. 

JupcE: It is not at all material, as they are witnesses. 

Into the very many medical and physiological details adduce 
we cannot enter here. But there isa historic interest in # 
fact that a seaman was called who had been ‘‘in the year ’89¢ 





’90 in Beachy Tight,” and testified that men killed before th 


prisoner apparently exercised his full right of peremptory | fell into the water did not sink, but that people drowned sank 


challenge—viz., to the number of twenty. As to the kind of’ once. 


Those who died a natural death at sea were alwa 
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way ms yeighted when thrown overboard to make them sink. Garra 
4 A My when in the box made short work of this vig sap which had CASES OF THE WEEK. 
fri evidently impressed the judge. The seamen, he said, were mis- . 

o trisage taken, they “are a superstitious people, they fancy that whistling Before the Vacation Judge. 

sell . at sea will occasion a tempest. ... I think we have reason to MERRIOTT v. MARTIN. 16th August. 
; coll . suspect the seaman’s evidence, for he saith that threescore pound InrANT—AGREEMENT FOR SERVICE—ReEstRIcTIvE CLavsE—VALIDITY— 

ot wel 2 : of iron is allowed to sink the dead bodies, whereas six or seven Iusoncesce vo Resvnaee Memaen. 
hould be pounds would do as well. I cannot think the commissioners of | 7yis was a motion on behalf of the plaintiff, Mr. Frederick Merriott, of 
guilt—ay the navy guilty of so ill husbandry; but the design of tying | 1, Clarence-street, Northam, Southampton, carman and milk vendor, 


weights to their bodies is to prevent their floating at all, which 
otherwise would happen in some few days.” 

This part of the case being ended, Jonxs calmly turns to the 
jury, and hopes he has satisfied them that the deceased did not 
come to her death by drowning, and then proceeds, in another 
little speech, to open the second part of his case—that the 
prisoners killed her. This would not be allowed now. 

Incidentally a very curious bit of old—happily obsolete—law is 
touched. At the same time it might be noticed that even a 
barrister like Cowrzr constantly inserts statements of fact, 
explanations, and denials in his cross-examining questions; 
nowadays even the most ignorant prisoner is often sternly told 
at the same stage to reserve all his own remarks for his address 


ig to its 
> openly 
sequently 
jury ” is 
t entirely 


ortly and 
10 means 
cot now: 
of blood, 
his is the 
ntrary to 


} 

fat to the jury, and to do nothing now but put questions to the 

put int witnesses. Cowper had sent to the Srovurs’ house for his horse 
as soon as he heard of the girl’s death. ‘ The reason was this : 

:mination when I heard she had drowned herself, I think it concerned 

aterposes me in prudence to send a common hostler for him, for fear 


the lord of the manor should seize all that was there as forfeited.” 
Judge: “There was no danger of that, for she was found 
non compos mentis.” Cowrzr: ‘ No, my lord, I sent before the 
verdict.” Jonzs thinks fit to retort: ‘It seems you did 
not think fit to go and take horse there yourself, though 
you put your horse there.” These retorts on prisoners were 
sometimes carried to brutal excess: they are unknown now. 
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nal oul Then JonEs opens again against the other three prisoners. 
counsel's A COWPER is allowed to cross-examine a witness against these three, 


nominally on his own behalf, though he has deposed nothing 


” 
oe against him personally, but, in effect, on behalf of the defence 
erial anim S*nerally, and this may be taken as an instance of the strict 
» prosect- law being mitigated in a prisoner’s favour. 
o have The curious superstitious awe of everything connected with 
London,’ the law which still lingers among the lower classes comes out 
Crowns ithe words of the “landlady” of the three men’s lodgings. 
array they “I did speak to” my husband ‘‘ to have them taken up [in view 


of what they said abéut the deceased the night before she died ]. 
rb; neva to He said he would not do it; he did not know but it 


be said at Might cost him his life.” 

1 the side Jonzs “‘ winds up” with a short little speech against Marson 
nopelessly alone, and puts in his examination—which would now be called 
ainst the his statement—before Horr. This closed the case for the 


man body Crown. 
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(To be continued.) 
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: A Digest of Licensing Cases: containing an Abstract of the Cases 
‘ lord: decided under the Licensing and Revenue Acts Relating to Intoxi- 
my 10mg cating Liquors. By WILLIAM MACKENZzIg, M.A., Barrister-at-Law, 
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is add 6 The retirement is announced of Sir John Bridge, the chief magistrate of 

ost in thi the Metropolitan Police Courts. He was appointed a Metropolitan Police 

rear '89 0 Magistrate in January, 1872, and, having done duty at Hammersmith and 

bre . uthwark Police-courts, he went to Bow-street, and eventually succeeded 
J eankl it James Ingham as chief magistrate. The honour of knighthood was 

6d. 88 conferred upon him in 1890. It is understood that, in consequence of the 

re alwa *ppointment of Mr Lushington to succeed Sir John Bridge as chief 


Bewistrate, Mr. Marsham will leave Westminster Police-court aud go to 
ow-etreet, and that Mr. Horace Smith will take Mr. Marsham’s place at 


against the defendant for an injunction to restrain the defendant until the 
hearing of the action or further order, either alone or jointly, or in partner- 
ship with any other person or persons whomsoever, or as servant of 
another directly or indirectly, from carrying on, managing, or being 
concerned, engaged, or interested in the business of a milk vendor 
or milk carrier within the county borough of Southampton contrary to his 
agreement with the plaintiff. The defendant was an infant, The agree- 
ment, which was one of service, was dated the 10th of August, 1897, and 
provided that the defendant should for the term of six calendar months from 
the date thereof, and thenceforward from month to month, serve the plaintiff 
as milk carrier. The plaintiff agreed to pay the defendant the weekly 
wages of 7s., and to prévide him with suitable and sufficient meat and drink 
during the service in addition to the said wages. After the expiration of the 
term of six calendar months the agreement was determinable by either party 
by one calendar month’s notice in writing. The defendant agreed that he 
‘* will not, nor shall any wife, parent, or child of the said F. Martin, during 
the term of twelve months from the date of quitting the said F. Merriott’s 
employ either alone or jointly, or in partnership with any other person or 
persons whomscever, or as the servant of another directly or indirectly 
either by themselves or himself or as agents or agent or otherwise carry on, 
manage, or be concerned, engaged, or intere in the business of a milk 
carrier within the county borough of Southampton without the consent in 
writing of the said F. Merriott first obtained.’”? On the 25th of June, 1899, 
the defendant left the plaintiff’s employ, and since that date he had 
daily retailed milk within the county borough of Southampton without the 
consent of the plaintiff first obtained. In support of the motion Zvans v. 
Ware [1892], 3 Ch. 502, 41 W. R. Dig. 88, was referred to. 
For the defendant, who appeared by the official solicitor, his guardian ad 
litem, it was submitted that Evans v. Ware was distinguishable, as in that 
case the defendant had attained his majority before the injunction was 
granted. The present contract was not for the benefit of the infant. The 
clause in the agreement restraining him from carrying on the business in 
Southampton was illegal and void. It restrained not only the infant, but 
his wife, parent, and child. De Francesco v. Barnum (38 W. R. 187, 
43 Ch. D. 165; 39 W. R. 5; 45 Ch. D. 480) shewed that the court would 
not enforce the covenant. 

Cozens-Harpy, J., said that he was sorry he must grant an injunction. 
He must hold in accordance with the judgment of North, J., in Zrans v. 
Ware, that this was a contract for service for the benefit of the infant, 
although it would have been more beneficial without the restricting clause. 
The wages were extremely low, but the contract must be looked at as a 
whole. The injunction must be granted.—Counset, Emanuel; Methoid. 
Soutcrrors, P. J. Nicholls, for Hallett § Martin, Southampton ; The Oficial 
Solicitor. 





























































[Reported by J. E. Anpovs, Barrister-at-Law.! 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


Court of Appeal. 


SINGLEHURST +. THE TAPSCOTT STEAMSHIP CO. (LIM.). 
4th August. 


Trust—Trustez aNp Cestur ave Trust—Breacu or Trrst—Power oF 
Covrr to Retreve Trustees rroM Perrsonat Lianmiry i He was 
Actep Honestty AND Regasonanty—Jvupicran Trustees Act, 1896 
(59 & 60 Vier. c. 35), s. 3—Wuerner Necessary ro PLEAD THAT 
Section Sprcratty—Wuere Secrion not Preapep, WHerHer THE 
Question or Revievine rrom Lianiurry Ovcrr to rz Deatt Wrirs ar 
THE TRIAL, oR ApJovRNED ror Sunsgqvent Dectsron. 


This was an appeal from a decision of the Vice-Chancellor of the County 
Palatine of Lancaster. An action was brought by beneficiaries of the 
defendants, who were trustees, alleging that they had committed certain 
breaches of trust, and were consequently liable to make good certain 
losses which the trust estate had sustained. The defendants denied 
that they had committed any breaches of trust (with the exception 
of certain specified breaches of trust which they admitted), and also 
denied that they had caused any loss to the estate. At the trial 
before the Vice-Chancellor the defendants further contended that if 
they had been guilty of breach of trust they had ‘‘ acted honestly and 
reasonably, and ought fairly to be excused ’”’ from liability by virtue of the 
provisions of section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896. The Vice- 
Chancellor held that they had been guilty of the breaches of trust alleged 
against them ; refused to deal on that occasion with their application for 
relief under the Judicial Trustees Act, which they had not pleaded in their 
defence ; and ordered them to make good the losses sustained by the trast 
estate, but without prejudice to _~ subsequent application by them to be 
relieved of liability under the Act of 1896. He also ordered tue defendants 
to pay the costs of the trial. The defendants appealed. 

Yur Covurr (Lixpiey, M.R., the Right Hon. Sir F. H. Jrunn, and 
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Westminster, 


Romer, LJ.) allowed the appeal. 
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Romer, L.J., after dealing with the other parts of the case, proceeded to 
discuss the question under the Judicial Trustees Act. He said: Assuming 
that what the trustees did was not strictly within their powers as trustees, 
they have substantiated, to my satisfaction, that they have ‘‘ acted honestly 
and reasonably, and ought fairly to be excused for the breach of trust,’’ 
within the meaning of the provisions of section 3 of the Judicial Trustees 
Act, 1896. It has been contended before us that that Act, in any case in 
which it is intended to rely upon it, ought to be epecially pleaded. I 
should be very reluctant to hold that this Act, which is general Act, 
must always be specially pleaded. Whether trustees can avail themselves 
of section 3 of that Act is, in my opinion, a question which, speaking 

merally, may properly be raised at the trial, though it has not been raised 
¢ the pleadings, and cught tten to be decided. And in connection with 
that question tne other question of cor ts ought to be taken into consideration. 
Here the Vi: e-Chancellor has made thedefendant trustees pay the costs. Ido 
not understan i why, in ordinary circumstances, trustees should be liable for 
costs if, under t'e Judicial Tru-tees Act, they are excused from liability 
for their breach of trust. No doubt there may be cases in which the court 
might thiuk that, owing to the fact that that Act had not been pleaded or 
rehed upon as a defence, the partics complaining of the trustees’ conduct 
were taken by surprise. In such cases, of couree, the cout might properly 
adjou'n the hearing in order that that point might be more fully con- 
sidered. But I cannot see why in most cases, and in such a case as this, 
the question whether section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act applies should 
not be considered at the trial. It seems to me that the Vice-Csancellor, 
if he came to the conclusion that a breach of trust had been committed, 
ought, on the evidence before him at the trial, to have exercised his discre- 
tion on the question whether that section applied. With regard to the 
form of order to be made, the Master of the Rolls has sketched out the 
form which the order ought to take, and therefore I need not dealin detail 
with the order which will follow from the conclution I have stated. 

Lrypizy, M.R., said: I will only add a few words to what my brother 
Romer has said. I shall not go through the case again; but I cannot 
help thinking that this case is one ia which the learned judge has sacrificed 
substance t» form. Asregards the merits of the case, apart from the 
Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, I do not think that there has been even a 
technical bieach of trust. The money was not lost whenin an investment 
in which the trustees ought not to have allowed it to remain, but while 
invested in a security which was authorized by Jaw. The mere fact that 
that authorized security turned cut to be worthle s is a matter for which 
the trustas are not responsible. As regards the observations which have 
been made on section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, I agree with 
what Romer, L.J., has said. I donot sce any necessity for that Act being 
specially pleaded. It is an enactment which enables the court, if it thinks 


fit—if the court comes to the conclu:ion that a trustee, though he has 
commi.t.d a breach of trust, has acted honestly and reasonably, and ought 
fairly to be excused for the breach of trust—to relieve him either wholly 


or partly from personal liability. I do not see any necessity for that 
statute t eing pleaded ; and I thivk mycelf that the time for settling whether 
that Act applies is when an order is being made fixing the trustee 
with liability. The Vice-Chancellor has not finally ordered these trustees 
to make go.d these losses; he has made a declaration that some of their 
dealings with the trust estate were breaches of trust, and has ordered them 
to make good the losses caused thereby, but without prejudice to any 
pie by them under section 3 of the Judicial Trustees Act, 1896, 
to be relieved from such liability ; and he has made them pay the costs. I 
cannot myeelf think that that is right. My impression—indeed, my con- 
clusion on hearing the whole ca:e—is that the whole of the Vice-Chan- 
cellor’s order ought to be struck out, and anotber order :ubstituted for it, 
declaring that the defendant trustees are not liable fer any breach of trust 
other than those breaches of-trust which are admitted by them and are 
mentioned in paragraph 13 of the defence. Then the defendants must 
have the costs of the appeal, which must be set cff against the other costs 
which they have to pay. 

Sir F. H. Jeune delivered judgment to the same effect. Counsex, Joseph 
Walton, Q.C., and W. D. Rotch ; Buckley, QC., and R. Younger. Soxict- 
tors, Forshaw § Hawkins, Liverpool; W.A. Gibb, for Charles Dunderdale, 
Manchester, 

{Reported by R. C. Macxenziz, Barrister-at-Law.! 


DALGLEISH v. LOWTHER. No. 2. 9th August. 


Practice—InTeRRocatorrrs —SLANDER—FISHING oR OPPRESSIVE INTERROG- 
ATORIES—REFUSAL TO ANSWER. 


This was an appeal from an order of Lawrence, J., discharging an order 
by the master that the defendant should answer certain interrogatories. 
The defendant objected to the interrogatories as being fishing and 
oppressive. The action was one for slander, and the interrogatories objected 
to were (1) ‘‘ Did you use the words complained of or words to that effect?” 
(2) ‘*In who:e presence did you use those words?’’ The defendant objected 
to answer both interrogatories, and in particular objected to the first one on 
the ground that the plaintiff was not entitled to ask the effect of the 
words u-ed. 

Tue Covrr (Linvtey, M.R., and Javns. P.) dismiseed the appeal. 

Linviey, M R., said that they had consulted their colleagues and that 
they were of the sane opinion as themselves, namely that the interrogatories 
ought to be answered. He could see no objection in principle to the 
interrogatories, and there was nothing in the order relating to interro- 
gatories to justify the defendant in his refusal. If the interrogatories 
had really been fishing or oppressive it would have been different, but they 
were notting of the kind. For a defendant to refuse to answer interro- 
gatorive bx cause he might object to a portion of them was a novelty which 
a ceo by both principle and practice. The appeal must be 

Wi , 





Jeune, P., delivered judgment to the same effect.—Covnszx, Poyser 
Bonsey. 
, [Reported by J. I. Srizuivo, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
MASON v. SCHUPPISSER. Stirling, J. 8th, 11th, and 20th July. 


Practice—Oriemating SumMons—Construction oF DEED—RvtxEs op 
Supreme Court, LIVa., 1—Arp.ication ny Truster iN BANKnUPToy gop 
ConsTRUCTION oF AN AGREEMENT UNDER WHICH THE RIGHT To Rp. 
Purcnase HAD Not Yet BEEN EXeERrcisep. 


Origmating summons adjourned into court for the hesring of certain 
preliminary objections in respect of practics raised by the respondent 
Schuppisser. The summons was taken out by the trustee in bankrup 
of the property of G. F. Steeger, who claimed to be entitled as such 
trustee to exercise the right of repurchase conferred upon Steeger by an 
agreement dated the 26th of August, 1898, and made between Steeger of 
the one part, and OC. E. Schuppisser and F. L. Schuppisser of the othe 
part, for the determination, under the Rules of the Supreme Court, order 
54a, of the rights of the applicant under the agreement as against the 
respondents. By the said agreement it was agreed that Steeger should 
sell, and C. E. Schuppisser and F. L. Schuppisser should purchase for ap 
agreed sum the equity of redemption in the lease of certain premices; the 
purchasers were to pay a deposit on the signing of this agreement, and the 
balance of the purchase-money was to be considered as paid by the release 
to Steeger of an equal scum then due from him to the purchases 
on mortgage of certain other property; the completion of th 
purchase was to take place forthwith. Clauses 3 and 4 of the 
agreement were as follows: ‘‘(3) The said Friedrich Georg Steeger shall 
Lave the right within twelve months from the date hereof to repurchase 
the property for not less than a sum of six thousand eight hundred pounds, 
made up as follows: oo debt, eight hundred and fifty pounds; 
purchase-money, four hundred and fifty pounds; costs of finishing the 
building, three thousand pounds ; purchasers’ profit, including commission 
and costs of purchase and assignment and reassignment to the said 
Friedrich Georg Steeger, including stamp duties, two thousand fir 
hundred pounds; and by way of further purchase any other sum payable 
by the purchasers in respect of the property, including mortgage interest, 
ground-rent, and any other incumbrance on the property not created by 
the purchasers and any costs in connection therewith. (4) If the said 
Friedrich Georg Steeger exercises this right to repurchase, 1t shall be by 
notice in writing addressed to the purchasers within the said period of 
twelve months, and such notice must be accompanied by a cheque for five 
hundred pounds as a deposit on the repurchase, and such repurchase must 
be completed within three calendar months thereof, and in all respects time 
shall be deemed to be the essence of this contract.” By a dead 
dated the 27th of August, 1898, the property was conveyed to 
the Schuppirsers, and by an _ assignment ted the 8th of 
February, 1899, one Solomon Ullman became mortgagee of the 
interest of the two Schuppissers in the premises in question, having as 
of the mortgage security their interest in the agreement of the 26th of 
August, 1898; he was therefore joined with the Schuppissers as a 
respondent to the summons. Prior to the hearing of the summons the two 
respondents Schuppissers issued a writ in an action against Masonas 
trustee in bankruptcy and Ullman as mortgagee claiming a declaration 
that the agreement was superseded by the deed of conveyance, and askiog 
for the rectification of the agreement by inserting a provision to adjust the 
amount of purchase-money payable thereby. ‘Tne parties being at issue 
upon the construction of clauses 3 and 4, above recited, it became necessary 
to take the decision of the court upon a ereries of preliminary objections 
raised by the respondents before allowing the case to be heard on its om 
merits. For the respondents it was submitted that this was not a case to 
be brought on by an originating summons under order 544, which says 
that ‘“‘in any division of the High Court any person claiming to be 
interested under a deed, will, or other written instrument, may apply by 
originating summons for the determination of any question of coustruction 
arising under the instrument, and for a declaration of the rights of the 

ersons interested.”” That order only applies where the applicant hasa 
egal right, while in the present case the applicant has no contractual 
right until an option has been exercised. Nor does the option 
here exist, for it was nct included in the conveyance following on the 
agreement: Leggott v. Barrett (28 W. R. 962,15 Ch. D. 306, at p. 309), 
Notice had been given to the official receiver that the respondents intended 
to expend £5,000 on repairs. Moreover, the respondents desired to give 
parol evidence euch as might be given on a question of construction. 
For the applicant, the trustee in bankruptcy, it was said that no notive 
had been given to him of these preliminary objections, which were now 
made too late. Here there was not a mere offer, but an agreement which 
was a contract. The evidence proposed to be given was inadmissible. 
Cur. adv. vult. 

Sriziine, J., after stating the facts of the case, continued : Now, va!1ous 
points have been raised on this rule. First of all, is this ‘“‘a written 
instrument”? It seems to me that the word.“ instrument ” was meant 
to receive a wide construction, and that it would apply to any written 
document under which any right or liability, whether legal or equitable, 
exists. I have no doubt that it‘was intended to extend, and it has in 
fact, I believe, been applied to the construction of euch mercantile 
instruments as bills of lading and charter-parties. In my judg: 
ment the written contract for the sale of the lease is an instru- 
ment within the meaning of the rule. The next point arises 
as to the meaning of the word ‘‘interested.”” The words are, “any 
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rson Claiming to be interested under a deed, will, or other written 
strument, &c.’’ The word is a wide one and ought to extend, as it seems 
to mé, to the claim of any perscn who has an interest of any sort, whether 
yested or contingent, whether absclute or defeasible, and whether in 
possession or reversion, under an instrument within the meaning of the 
rule. Now, it is caid that in the present case clause 3 of this contract 
merely amcunts to an offer on the part of the respondents to the 
predecessor in title of the applicant, and that that offer remains at the 
resent moment unaccepted, and that therefore the applicant has no 
interest within the meaning of the rule. I do not dispute that that is the 
way of expressing tke legal relation between the parties, but it must be 
borne in mind that this third clause of the contract, being a stipulation 
contained in tke contract for value which has been partly carried into 
effect, is one which cannot be revoked. The clause appears to me to 
confer a right on the applicant and a right which under some circum- 
stances might be made the subject of an action. For if the 
precent respondents were attempting to deal with the property in such 
away as to defeat that right—as, for example, if they threatened 
to convey to a purchaser for value without notice—I apprehend 
that the court might interfere in a proper case by way of injunction 
for the protection of that right. ‘There is very little authority on 
such a point, but I will refer to the case of Buckland v. Papillon (15 W. R. 
92, L. R. 1 Eq. 477, L. R. 2 Ch. App. 67, before Lord Romilly and Lord 
Chelmsford), which shews that such an option may pass to trustee in bank- 
ruptcy. That cae turned on the provisions of the Bankruptcy Act, 1849. 
Lord Romilly, at p. 481, said: ‘‘I think that the option is part of the 
interest containcd in the agreement, and that the whole of the interest in 
that agreement is part of the personal estate of the bankrupt.”’ Lord 
Chelmsford said on appeal, at p. 71 of 2 Ch. App. : ‘*I have some doubt 
whether it comes, as his lordship thought it did, within the terms of section 
141 as personal estate ; but if not, I see no reason why an option to take 
a leace should not be an interest in land under tection 142, though 
— not such as is included in section 146.’ Both the learned judges 
efore whom it came spoke of this option as an interest in personal or real 
estate. In my judgment the applicantis interested under this written 
instrument. Then a suggestion was made that the order ought only to be 
applied in cases where an action might be brought in respect of the instru- 
ment. I think that thatis not well founded. The order is directed 
towards obtaining a decision by the court on the construction 
of deeds, for example, under which legal estates are created. The 
cases in which an action at law might be brought in respect of 
it are few in number, and it would very much limit the application of 
the rule if it were held to be confined to cases in which an action at law 
might be brought. It is quite true that the originating summons, as it 
was originally crea‘ed by the rules, and as mentioned in ord. 55, r. 3, has 
been held to be limited in its application to matters which could be dealt 
with in administration actions. But that turns on the words of that rule— 
viz., ord. 55, r. 3, by which certain persons may take out as of course an 
originating summons “‘ for such relief as may by the summons be 
specified and as the circumstances of the case may require (that is to say) 
the determination without an administration of the estate or trust of any 
of the following questions or matters’’; and it has been held that that 
limited the application of the rule to such matters as could in the ordinary 
course be worked out under the judgment for administration of the estate. 
First cf all the first rule here provides that the proper person may apply 
by oniginating sunfmons ‘“‘for the determination of any question of 
construction arising under the instrument and for a declaration 
of the rights of the persons interested.’’ That, it seems to me, 
ought to be read in connection with ord. 25, r. 5, which provides 
that ‘‘no action or proceeding shall be open to objection on the 
ground that a merely declaratory judgment or order is sought thereby, 
and the court may make binding declarations of right whether any con- 
sequential relief is or could be claimed or not.’’ I may add that such 
authority as exists on the subject is in favour of this view, because it 
was held by Kekewich, J., in Re Nodds (1896, 2 Ch. 830) that a mort- 
gagor might apply by originating summons for the determination of 
a question of construction arising und«ra mortgage deed without offer- 
ing to redeem, although it was a well-established rule of the Chancery 
courts that a mortgagor bringing an action against the mortgagee in 
Chancery could not do so without of‘ering to redeem. That there is a 
limitaticn to the applicaticn of the rule is perfectly true. That is to be 
found, as it appears to me, in rule 4—namely, ‘‘ The court or judge shall 
not be bound to determine any such question of construction if in their or 
his opinion it ought not to be determined on originating summons.”’ On 
the construction of that rule I shall say a word or two presently. It was 
contended that the contract had been put an end to so far as this right 
of repurchare was concerned by the executors of the conveyance, which 
bears date the day after the contract, and by which the property 
Was conveyed to the re-pondents without any reservation of this right 
of repurchass. Upon that I was referred to the case of Leggott v. Barrett (28 
W. R. 962, 15 Ch. D. 306), but that case was reviewed and considered in 
the case of Palmer vy Johnsen (13 Q. B. D. 351), and it is sufficient for me 
to read a short passage from the judgment given by Bowen, L.J., on p. 
357 of the Law Report. He tays: ‘* Itis commonly said, that where there 
is a preliminary contract for sale which has afterwards ended in the 
execution of a formal decd, you must look to the deed only for the terms 
of the contract, but it seems to me one cannot lay down any rule which is 
to apply to all such cases, but must endeavour to see what was the contract 
according to the true intentions or the parties. Suppose the parties should 
make a parol contract, with the intention that it should afterwards be 
reduced into writing ; and that that which is reduced into writing shall be 
the only contract, then, of course, one cannot go beyond it; but if the 
intend, as they might, that there should be something outside po 
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must see if it covers the whole ground o 
must construe the agemenpes | contract by itself, and see whether it was 
intended to go on to any what extent after the formal deed had been 
executed.”” Applying the rule laid down there in clear terms by the 
learned lord justice to the present case, I find herea contract for sale to be 
executed forthwith containing a clause conferring a right of repurchase 
which is to be exercisable within twelve months from the date of the 
contract upon.certain terms. It seems to me that I ought not to hold 
that the execution of the conveyance dated the day after the contract puts 
an end to that right of repurchase which is conferred by the contract 
itself. Now, I have to look at the special circumstances of this case and 
see whether there is any ground on which I ought, at this stage, to hold 
that such question of construction as is raised ought not be to determined on 
originating summons. The ternrs of the rule do not define the grounds on 
which the court or judge is to arrive at that opinion. It imposes the 
duty on the court or judge to come to a judicial determination that such is 
the case. I decline entirely to fetter myself at this s under that rule 
and say what I may or may not do ata later stage the proceedings. 
One class of cases to which an originating summons has been held not to 
be appropriate is where there is a disputed question of fact. It is one of 
the circumstances in the present case that for the present purpose I must 
regard the evidence as not complete, and I desire to reserve to myself an 
unfettered discretion as to what I shall think fit todo when it is completed 
it being suggested that a question of disputed fact may arise which w: 
have to be determined before the construction of this document is 
ascertained. On that I will only say that the court will endeavour to take 
care that the utility of this rule is not to be taken away merely by the 
suggestion of the existence of questions which may not be necessary at 
this stage for the ascertaining of the true construction of the document. 
The other matters which it seems to me must be taken into con- 
sideration at the present moment are these: first of all, the applicant 
comes here stating candidly that if the court takes one view of the 
construction of the document he will not exercise the right which 
is conferred upon him, and it is only in the event of the court 
coming to the conclusion that the other view is the right one that it will 
be usful for him to exerciss this option. These are circumstances which I 
must take into account. Any difficulty arising therefrom may be guarded 
against by a proper provision as to ccsts, and, therefore, any further pro- 
ceedings which may be taken in this action must be subject to an under- 
taking on the part of the applicant that he will abide by such order as to 
costs as the court shall think fit to make on the hearing of the summons or 
at the trial of the action which I am about to mention, and which has been 
brought for the rectification of the instrument. The next point I have to 
consider is this. It is stated that an action has been commenced for the 
rectification of this instrument in case the court ehall ba of opinion that 
the construction for which the applicant contends is the true one on the 
document as it stands. Under these circumstances it would be usual and 
right to postpone the hearing of this summons until the trial of that action, 
but the trial of that action cannot be reached for some time. In the 
meantime the time for the exercise of the option is rapidly running 
out. In all probability it will brought to an end long before the 
action comes on for trial. It would not be unreasonable in these 
circumstances if the respondents were to agree to extend the time for the 
exercise of this option, but they decline to do so, end I cannot enforce any 
such undertaking. Therefore, in the view I take of the rights of the 
parties, the only course is to allow this summons to be brought on £0 as to 
heard before the time for the exercise of the option runs cut. The only 
remaining difficulty is that the respondents desire to adduce further 
evidence, and they very fairly state that they can do co within a very short 
time. They must undertake to complete their evidence within a day or 
two, end the applicant must be in a position to file evidence in reply 
within a very short time, co that if possible the matter may be heard on 
Thursday week. Upon these terms I am willing to hear it on that day. 
July 20.—Action settled, the parties egreeing, upon terms, to release the 
option.—Counskz1, E. Clayton ; Upjohn, Q.C., and Stokes ; Cann. Soxicrrors, 
Stokes §& Neighbour ; M. Webb $ Sons ; Hicklin, Washington, § Passmore. 
[Reported by W. H. Draren, Barrister-at-Law. } 
CLARKE v. CLARKE. Kekewich, J. (In Chambers). 3rd and 5th July; 
Ist August. 


Practice—Discoveky—INTERROGATORIES—ADMISSION oF Facts— 
PARTICULARS. 


This was a summons which was taken out by the plaintiff in an action 
to cet aside an agreement on the ground of fraud, and which asked for 
leave t> administer certain interroga’ories mainly directed to obtaining 
admicsions of allegations appearing in the statem<nt of claim. 

Kexewtcn, J., in giving his decision upon the questions raised, said : 
My experience has convinced me that the modern practice of exacting 
particulars and edmission of facts not really in dispute, added to the large 
means of discovery by disclosure of documents, and, where occasion 
requires it, inspection of premises or machinery, has rendered unnecessary 
and inconvenient interrogatories of the ancient type which were always 
open to objection. My practice is to decline applications for leave to 
administer interrogatories where the object is to demand admissions of 
facts alleged by the interrogating party, and denied or not admitted by 
the opponent, or to obtain information which may equally well be — 
by particulars. As regards admission of facts, it is often urged, as it was 
here, that a litigant hesitate to state on oath what he will without 
hesitation state in pleadings, and that there is difficulty in otherwise 
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obtaining admission of facts even though not really in dispute ; and it is 
further urged that an admission by an affidavit in answer to inter- 
rogatories is useful in limiting the issues to be tried, and there- 
fore in reducing the time occupied by the trial and the costs. I 
recognize the importance of this in the abstract, but practically I find 
that the interrogated party seldom makes such clear admissions as to secure 
the advantages aimed at, and, failing that, little, if anything, is gained. 
As regards facts not really in dispute, I believe that the power of requiring 
admissions is not sufficiently used. If parties insist, as they generally do, 
in asking their opponents toadmit as facts datesand events about which there 
is room for doubt or argument, of course the endeavour to obtain admission 
breaks down ; but if the demand is limited to facts not really in dispnte—that 
is, which can be admitted clearly or subject to some simple qualification, I 
find that it is generally acceded to, and the power which the court has of 
throwing the costs on anyone who has increased them by declining 
reasonable admissions is not forgotten. The right to particulars, though 
sometimes attempted to be abused, is of the greatest value and often gives a 
litigant far more information than can be obtained by an answer to inter- 
rogatories, especially when the particulars are added, as they generally 
are, by discovery of documents bearing on them. If the plaintiff had 
submitted some short interrogatories directed mainly to paragraphs 11 and 
12 of the defence, I should have been disposed to allow them, and even 
now I am not prepared to say that the plaintiff cannot so modify the 
submitted interrogatories as to obtain leave to deliver in a shortened and 
altered form ; but as he does not propose to do this and my objections go 
to a very large proportion of lengthy interrogatories, I think it better to 
refuse the application altogether, making the costs those of the defendants 
in any event. 

The plaintiff subsequently appealed, and the Court of Appeal dismissed 
the appeal, without prejudice, however, to any further application by the 
plaintiff with the object of getting some of the interrogatories allowed by 
the judge in chambers.—Covunset, Dighton Pollock ; Colt. Soticrrors, Perey 
Bedby § Macdonald ; Frederick Kinch, for Frederick Stone, Derby. 


[Reported by R. J. A. Monraison, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


Re KELCEY. TYSON v. KELCEY. 4th August. 


Morteace--Memoranptm or Cuarce—‘‘ Att My Reat anp PErsonat 
Estate ’’—Vauip CuoarGe—Pvsiic Poricy—VaAGvueENgEss. 


Adjourned summons. On the 10th of November, 1869, the applicant, 
Sarah Ann Foord, advanced to the above-named testator, Francis Finn 
Kelcey, then known as Francis Finn, the sum of £2,500 upon his 
promissory note and the further security created by a memorandum of 
charge, which was in the following form: ‘‘ Memorandum made this 10th 
day of November, 1869, that I, the undersigned, Francis Finn, of Scene, 
in the parish of Newington, next Hythe, in the county of Kent, farmer and 
grazier, dc hereby charge all my real and personal estate whatsoever and 
wheresoever, and of what nature or kind soever the same may be or 
consist with the payment to Sarah Ann Foord, of Smeeth, in the said 
county of Kent, widow, of the sum of £2,500 this day lent and advanced 
by her to me and secured by my promissory note bearing even date 
herewith, together with interest for the same at the rate of £4 10s. percent. 
perannum. AndIdo hereby undertake and agree that I will, when thereunto 
required, make and execute all such deeds and assurances as shall be 
reasonable and necessary for charging the said premises with, or further 
securing the repayment of, the said sum of £2,500 and interest as aforesaid. 
As witness,’’ &c. By the 1st of September, 1896, the debt had been 
reduced to £500 and all interest due was paid up to the lst of September, 
1897. Francis Finn Kelcey died on the 12th of September, 1898, 
having duly made his will dated the 21st of November, 1854, and on the 
5th of November, 1898, letters of administration to his estate, with the 
said will annexed, were granted to the respondent, Stephen Finn Kelcey. 
A creditor’s action for the administration of the testator’s estate had been 
commenced, and as the validity of Sarah Ann Foord’s charge was disputed 
p Bree creditors, she took out the present summons asking that the 
above-named Stephen Finn Kelcey, as the administrator with the will of 
the above-named Francis Finn Kelcey annexed, might be ordered to pay 
to her out of moneys coming to his hands, as such administrator, the sum 
of £500, with interest thereon at the rate of £410s. per cent. per annum, 
computed from the Ist of September, 1897, secured by the said memor- 
andum of charge, together with her costs in the action. At the date of 
the memorandum of charge the testator was possessed of a policy of 
assurance on his life for £1,000 in the Minerva Life Assurance Co. 
(subsequently taken over by the Standard Life Assurance Co.). Notice of 
the charge was given to the company, who were now holding the policy 
moneys until the applicant’s charge should be satisfied or removed. 
It was argued adversely to the validity of the charge that it was void as 
being too vague and against the policy of the law, and the following cases 
were referred to: Re Clarke, Coombe v. Carter (836 W.R. 293, 86 Ch. D. 
348) ; Re Count D’ Epineuil (20 Ch. D. 758); Zuilby v. Official Receiver (37 
W. BR. 518, 13 App. Cas. 523); Re Zurcan (37 W.R. 70, 40 Ch. D. 7); 
Clements v. Matthews (11 Q. B. D. 808) ; Belding v. Read (3 H. & C. 955). 

Kexewicn, J.—In this case we are free from any question whether there 
is further property included, and the words seem to me to point 
Cirectly to property belonging to the testator at the date of the charge 
enly. The words are “I do hereby charge all my real and personal estate 
whatsoever and wheresoever and of what nature or kind soever the same 
may be or consist of,’’ and what follows I do not think can fairly be con- 
strued to enlarge what in itself would be confined to then existing property. 
Now why should not those words be confined to property that he had at 
the time? The first answer urged in argument against that view is 
that such a construction would be against public policy, that, in fact, it 
is not desirable that a mgn should be able to create such charges secretly, 
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or that he should be trading under false colours. To that argument I think 
there are three answers, and first you cannot keep too forcibly before you the 
remarks of Burrough, J., on public policy in Richardson v. Mellish (2 Bing. 
252). ‘It is,” he says, ‘“‘a very unruly horse, and when once you get 
astride it, you never know where it will carry you.’’ That seems to me to 
apply here. There is certainly no law that a man may not create a charge 
on all his real and personal property; it may be that a bill of sale is 
necessary, but he may do it if he pleases. Such charges can certainly be 
effectively and validly created by the employment of skilled lawyers, and 
to say that what can bs done by lawyers cannot be done by cther persons 
because it is against public policy is absurd. Then, again, it is said that 
such a document is invalid because it tends to defeat creditors, but the 
same thing is also true of a great many other documents (e g., a marriage 
settlement), and I think it would be going too far to take that point of 
view. Then, as to the question of vagueness. The contract itself is 
not vague; the only vagueness which exists arises from the un- 
certainty whether the property purported to be charged really is 
charged. On that point I refer to the remarks of Bowen, L.J., in Re 
Clarke (on p. 355), where he says: ‘‘ Vagueness is a misleading term. 
A contract may be so vague in its terms that it cannot be understood, 
and in that case it is of ro effect at law or in equity. There is another 
kind of vagueness which arises from the property not being ascertained at 
the date of the contract, but if at the time when the contract is sought to 
be enforced the property has come in esse and is capable of being identified 
as that to which the contract refers, I cannot see why there is in it any 
such vagueness as to prevent a court of equity from enforcing the con- 
tract,’’ and then he goes on to hint at the suggestion which is the basis of 
the present argument, and he takes one illustration. ‘‘Thus,’’ he says, 
‘it is said a contract by a man to assign all the property that shall come 
to him would be too wide to be enforced. I will give no opinion on 
that point till it comes before us for decision.” Here, however, the 
question of future property does not arise, and I think that if it 
is possible to construe the document fairly and to point to the 
property comprised in it, then the charge is a good charge. I put aside, 
therefore, the ground of public policy. It might perhaps be a great 
advantage that charges of this kind should be registered, but that has not 
been the policy of the English law. There is no authority at the present 
time saying that a charge similar to this is invalid; the nearest approach 
to any such authority is this one passage of Lord Macnaghten’s judgment 
in Tuilby v. Oficial Receiver, where, in reference to the case of Re Count 
D’ Epineuil, he says: ‘I much doubt whether a memorandum like that 
on which the claimant relied could create a specific lien of any sort or 
kind.’’ Lord Macnaghten has suggested a doubt which may have here- 
after to be solved, a | I venture to think that the doubt which he suggests 
must beset at rest by the House of Lords. It might be accomplished by 
the Court of Appeal; but I am perfectly sure it could not be done bya 
judge of first instance. I therefore hold that this is a valid charge.— 
CounseL, J. G. Wood; Warrington, Q.C., and H. C. Hull; Bardswell; 
Gatey. Sourcrrors, Ford, Lloyd, Bartlett, § Michelmore; Bower, Cotton, § 
Bower, for H. B. Bradley, Folkestone; Hamlin, Grammer, § Hamlin, for 
Bridgman, Weaver, § Wild, Chester; Warren, Murton, § Miller, for Hallett, 
Creery, § Co., Ashford, Kent. 


{Reported by R. J. A. Morrison, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Bankruptcy Cases. 


Re DAINTREY, Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER +. MANT. 
Wright and Bigham, JJ. 27th March; 10th August. 
Bankruptcy—Set-orr—Mutvat Deatincs—Bankrvrptcy Act, 1883 
(46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), 8. 38. 


Appeal from a decision of his Honour Judge Martineau in the county 
court at Brighton. A receiving order was made against Daintrey, the 


bankrupt, in January, 1893. At that date he was indebted to Mant in the 
sum ot £60. At the same date Mant was under a possible liability to 
Daintrey by virtue of an agreement entered into before the bankruptcy, 
whereby Daintrey conveyed the br :iness of a solicitor to Mant, and Mant 
agreed to pay Daintrey a certain sare of the profits of such business. At 
the date of the receiving order no profits had been made, and there 
was nothing due from Mant to Sainte. Profits to the extent 
of £300 subsequently became due from Mant, and he paid over 
all but a sum of £86 12s. 6d. to the official receiver as trustee 
in the bankruptcy of Daintrey. The balance of £86 12s. 6d. he 
refused to hand over, and claimed to set off against it the £60 owing to 
him from Daintrey at the date of the receiving order. The official receiver 
moved in the county court at Brighton for an order directing Mant to pay 
over the £86 12s. 6d. The county court judge decided in favour of the 
official receiver. Mant appealed, and the case was argued upon the 27th 
of March, when judgment was reserved. 

August 10.—Wruienr, J., held that in cases where a debtor to a bank- 
rupt’s estate desires to eet off a debt due to him from the bankrupt the 
account between the parties must be taken at the date of the receiving 
order. At that date there was nothing actually due from Mant to 
Daiutrey, but only the possibility of a liability. There were, therefore, no 
‘** mutual credits, mutual debts, or mutual dealings’’ between the parties 
within the scope of section 38 of the Bankraptcy Act, 1883, at the date of 
the receiving order, and Mant was not entitled to set off the debt due to 
him at the date of the receiving order against the debt which had become 
due from him to the bankrupt’s estate since that date. 

Bicuam, J., agreed that the date of the receiving order was the proper 
time for taking the account between the parties, but held (dissenting from 
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Wright, J.) thet there were mutual dealings between the parties at that 
date, and that Mant was entitled to his set-off. 

The court being divided in opinion, the appeal was dismissed. Leave to 
appeal was granted.—CovnseL, Dickens, Q.O., and Hohler ; Reed, Q.C., and 
Macintosh. Sourcrtons, Palmer § Bull; Nash, Field, § Co., agents for 
Stuckey § Pope, Brighton. 

[Reported by P. M. Fraxcxe, Barrister-at-Law.1 


Re NEWMAN, Ex parte THE OFFICIAL RECEIVER v. HURT. 
Wright, J. 10th August. 

Banxrurtcy—Orrice or Trustee Vacatep oN Receivinc OrpDER BEING 
maDE Acarnst Him—Resciss1on or Recerviyg OnpER—REsTORATION OF 
TrustEE—Bankruptcy Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 85. 

Motion by the official receiver for an order directing Hurt to hand 
over to him the books and other property belonging to the estate 
of Newman, a bankrupt, of which Hurt was trustee. Newman was 
adjudicated bankrupt upon the 10th of July, 1894, and Hurt was 
appointed trustee in the bankruptcy upon the 12th of July of the 
same year. Upon the 4th of March, 1899, a receiving order was made 
against Hurt, and upon the 6th of April the Inspector-General in Bank- 
ruptcy directed him to hand over the books and other property of 
Newman’s estate to the official receiver. Shortly after this date the 
receiving order against Hurt was rescinded on the ground that it ought 
never to have been made. Hurt refused to give up the books, &c., to the 
cflicial receiver, who thereupon launched the present motion. The official 
receiver based his claim on the words of sub-section 85 and 87 (4) of the 
Bankruptcy Act, 1883: ‘‘ Ifa receiving order is made against a trustee he 
shall thereby vacate his office of trustee, and during any vacancy in the 
cffice of trustee the official receiver shall act as trustee.” 

Wricut, J., held that, the receiving order having been speedily 
rescinded upon the ground that it never ought to have been made, and no 
new rights having arisen in relation to the bankrupt estate, the trustee 
ought to be restored to his office, and the motion of the official receiver 
failed.—CovunseL, Muir Mackenzie ; Hansell. Sortcrrons, The Solicitor to the 
Beard of Trade ; H. H. Fanshawe. 

[Reported by P. M, Francxt, Banieter-at-Law. | 





NEW ORDERS, &c. 
NOTICE UNDER THE PUBLIC OFFICES FEES ACT, 1879. 
Bengrices Act, 1898. 

The Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty’s Treasury, in pursuance of 
the provisicns of the said Act, hereby declare and direct that the fees 
payable in the cflice of the Registrar to the Court constituted under the 
Benefices Act, 1898, or to the officers thereof, rhall be collected by means 
of stamps. 

And in pursuance of the provisions aforesaid they further declare and 
direct that impressed stamps only shall be used, and that such stamps 
tha'l be impressed on a fee paper where the fee is payable for— 

The lodging of a requisition, notice of appeal, reply, interlocutory 
application, withdrawal of refusal to institute or admit, or of a requisition, 
and of any document on the lodging of which no fee is specified. 

The hearing of a matter of appeal or interlocutory application. 

The adjournment of an interlocutory application to the Judge. 

The withdrawal of a ground of refusal or fact alleged in the particulars. 

The filing of an affidavit or a precipe for a subpoena. 

The making an exhibit. 

The issue of a writ of execution. 

The taking evidence by deposition or the swearing of a witness. 

Every office copy of proceedings. 

Every taxation of costs. 

In all other cases, in pursuance of the provisions of the said Act, the 
pe — be impressed on the document in respect of which the fee 
8 payable. 

The Registrar may, in any case in which, through mistake, the stamp 
upon a fee paper or document has not been legitimately used, certify 
thereon that such stamp is a fit subject for allowance, and it shall be 
competent to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue, upon the production 
of the stamp with such certificate, to allow the amount thereof. 

H. T. AnstruTHer, 
W. H. Fisusr, 
Two of the Lords Commissioners of 
Her Majesty’s Treasury. 
Dated this 28th Day of July, 1899. 
I concur—Hatssvry, C. 


RULES PUBLICATION ACT, 1893. 
(56 & 57 Vict. c. 66.) 
In pursuance of section 3 (3) of the above Act notice is hereby given : 
(i.) That the undermentioned Order in Council has been issued amending 
‘‘The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, 18$9,’’ Statutory 
Rules and Orders, 1899, No. 178. 





L. 3. 

(ii.) That the Order in Council so issued is a Statutory Rule and has 
been numbered and printed under the above Act, and that it may be 
referred to by its short title or number as a Statutory Rule as here- 

_ under specified. . 

(iii.) That copies of such Statutory Rule may be purchased, either 
directly or through any bookseller, from Messrs. Eyre & Spottis- 
woode, East Harding-street, Fleet-street, E.C., and 32, Abingdon- 
strect, Westminster, 8.W.; or John Menzies & Co., 12, Hanover- 








street, Edinburgh, and 90, West Nile-street, G ; or Messrs, 
Hodges, Figgis & Co. Limited, 104, Grafton-street, Dublin. 
Order to which the above Notice refers. 
The County Courts (Districts) Order in Council, August, 1899: Statutory 
Rules and Orders, 1899, No. 571. 
L. 26. 


THE SUMMARY JURISDICTION ACT, 1899. 

The following circular has been addressed by the Home Office to the 
clerks to the justices for petty sessional divisions :— . 

Whitehall, August 14, 1899. 

Str,—I am directed by the Secretary of State to ask you to be good 
enough to call the attention of your bench to the important extension of 
their jurisdiction in dealing with indictable offences contained in the 
Summary Jurisdiction Act, 1899, which has now received the Royal 
assent. 

By the first section of the Act the first echedule to the Summary Juris- 
diction Act, 1879 (which sets forth the indictable offences which can be 
disposed of summarily under that Act), is extended by the inclusion of 
two additional offences—(1) obtaining money, &c., by false pretences 
(Larceny Act, 1861, s. 88); (2) setting fire maliciously to any wod, 
heath, &c. (Malicious Damages Act, 1861, s. 16). It will therefore now 
be competent for courts of summary jurisdiction to dispose, with the 
consent of the accuséd, of any charge against an adult of obtaining by 
false pretences, where the amount of the money obtained does not exceed 
40s. Where the accused is an adult pleading guilty, or a young person 
who consents to be dealt with samen , the court can deal with the case, 
whatever may be the amount of money, &c., obtained. 

In order to prevent any misunderstanding as to what is necessary to 
constitute ‘‘false pretences,’ the Act provides that where a court of 
summary jurisdiction proposes to deal summarily with a charge of obtain- 
ing by false pretences, the court shall, after the charge has been reduced 
to writing and read to the person charged, ‘‘ state in effect that a false 
pretence means a false representation by words, writing, or conduct that 
some fact exists or existed, and that a promise as to future conduct not 
intended to be kept is not by itself a false pretence, and may add any 
such further explanation as the court may deem suitable to the 
circumstances.”’ 

By the second section of the new Act, section 11 of the Summary 
Jurisdiction Act, 1879, which gives power to deal summarily with young 
— by consent, is extended to all indictable offences other than 

omicide. Sir Matthew Ridley trusts that this provision will remove some 
of the difficulties felt by justices in dealing with youthful offend:rs. The 
number of such offenders committed for trial will no doubt be materially 
reduced, and whenever a boy under fourteen consents to be dealt with by 
a court of summary jurisdiction and is convicted of any indictable offence 
(other than homicide), the court will now have the option of ordering a 
birching—a means of punishment hitherto available only in the cae of 
larceny and certain other specified offences. ‘ 

The Secretary of State desires to take this opportunity of removing a 
misapprehension which appears to exist respecting the effect of the pro- 
vision in the Reformatory Schools Amendment Act, 1899, that where an 
offender is ordered to be sent to a reformatory school he shall not in 
addition be sentenced to penal cervitude or imprisonment. This pr>- 
vision in no way affects the second section of the Reformatory Schools 
Act, 1893, by which the court may direct that the offender be taken to a 

rison, or other fit place, until an order is made for his discharge or for his 

ing sent toa school. If no other place is available, the court may, as 

heretofore, send the offender to a prison for a short time until a fit school 

is found to which he can be committed; but in many cases the justices 

are doubtless in touch with one or more reformatories, and can readily 

ascertain if the offender can be received without sending him to prison in 
order that inquires may be made. 

I am, Sir, your obedient servant, 
Kenzi E. Dicsy. 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 

Mr. Henry Wituam Crirrs, Q.C., chairman of the Bucks Quarter 
Sessions, and Chancellor of the diocese of Oxford, died on Monday at his 
residence, Beechwood, near Marlow, Bucks. Mr. Cripps was the eldest 
son of Rev. H. Oripps, and was educated at Winchester and New College, 
Oxford, of which he was formerly a fellow. He was called to the bar in 
1840, was made a Q.O. in 1866, and in the same year was elected a bencher 
of his inn. He had a large Parliamentary practice, but retired some 
years ago. He was appointed Recorder of Lichfield in 1852. As chairman 
of quarter sessions he is said to have shewn all the patience and mastery of 
a highly skilled judge. On the formation of the first county council in 
Buckinghamshire he was unanimouely elected chairman. 


APPOINTMENTS. 
Mr. Franxurx Lvusutveton has been appointed Chief Magistrate of the 
Metropolitan Police-courts, in place of Sir John Bridge, resigned. ; 
Mr. Cec M. Crarman, barrister, has been appointed a Metropolitan 
Police Magistrate, in consequence of the resignation of Sir John Bridge. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED. 

Mrs. Prrsovsr.—Any solicitors possessing knowledge of the will of Mrs. 
Pithouse, of Yorkshire, whereby Mr. ith, of Acomb, became 4 
beneficiary, are requested to communicate with Mr. W. Smith, of 41, 
Haiuton-street, Grimsby, Lincs. 
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CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvUrTIons. 


Grorce Bapuam and Epwarp Warwick WIt11AMs, solicitors (Badham & 
Williams), 3, Salters’ Hall-court, Cannon-street, London. August 10. 

Tuomas Cuortton, Atrrep Ernetnert Gospatric CHoritron, and 
Freperick Hamer, solicitors, Manchester, es regards the said Frederick 
Hamer, who wiil henceforth practice at No. 39, Booth-street, Ashton- 
under-Lyne. August 4. The said Thomas Chorlton and A. E. G. 
Chorlton wi!l continue to practice at No. 32, Brazenncse-striet, Man- 
chester, under Thoma; Chorlton & Son. 

Wittuam Greenve and Henry Roscor, solicitors (Sedgley, Greenup, & 
Roscoe), Nether Knutsford. June 30. The said profession will in future 
be continued by the said Henry Roscoe under the same style as heretofore. 

(Gazette, August 15. 





GENERAL. 


Tt is announced that decrees nist obtained in divorce causes will be made 
absolute by the Vacition Judge in open court on Wednesday next, the 
23:d inst, and on Wednesday, the 13th of September, and Wednesday, the 
4th of October. 

An American journal s1ys that when Mr. Choate, as Ambassadcr, was 
presented to the Queen, he began his first address to Her Majesty with the 
well-known American formula, ‘‘If your honour please.”” Mr. Henry 
White, the secretary, tugged at bis coat tails warningly, and with wonder- 
ful readiness the ambassador corrected himself by bowing low and saying, 
suavely: ‘* Or, as I should have said, may it please the court.’’ 


A correspondent of the Zimes suggests the appointment of a special 
criminal judge. Herays: ‘‘ There are a'ways a few men—there are not 
often many—who are eminert as criminal lawyers. Why should not one of 
them be appointed the criminal judge, the Recorder of England, 
so to speak? He could deliver the gaols all over England; there 
wou'd be somthing approaching to uniformity of sentences, there would 
be a certainty of fair trials of prisoners, provincial prisoners would enjoy 
the honour of being tried by a Red Judge, and last, but by no means 
least, there wou!d be at least a diminution of the law’s delays in London, 
for civil cases from various counties could very well be tried at a grouped 
atsize; they stand on quite a different footing from Crown Court cases.’’ 

An exciting scene occurred at the Swansea Assizes on the 12thinst. Mr. 
Justice Bruce was trying an action brought by a young Danish seaman 
named Neilson against The Sidney Thomas steamship for damages for 
personal injuries, the plaintiff having, while on board ship at Port Nolloth, 
fallen 40ft. and sustained injuries to his head which r ecessitated trepanning 
and several months’ detention in hospital. The special jury returned a 
verdict for the defendanta, and no sooner was this announced than Neilson, 
who was sitting in the Press-box, muttered an exclamation of protest 
against the injustice of the verdict, and taking out a revolver deliberately 
shot himself near the heart. While being examined in the ante-room, he 
asked to be allowed to die, demanding the revolver for the purpose; and 
recognising round him come of the jurors, accused them of being the cause 
through what he termed their unjust verdict. 


Sir John Bridge, whose retirement from the office of Chief Magistrate is 
the subject of sincere regret in legal circles, where his learning and 
courtesy were much appreciated, was, says a correspondent of the Daily 
News, the recipient of a curious compliment a few months ago. He 
received a letter in the following terms: ‘‘ Sir,—I am sorry to occupy your 
time ; but I feel I must write to thank you for having locked up my wife 
for six months. My wife had often come before the court for drunkennes:, 
but after being merely fined she grew worse. You were kind enough to 
give her six months, and she came back to me a reclaimed woman, and is 
now the best wife in England.”’ The office of a London magistrate is 
rather a thankless one. Sir John Bridge is probably the only magistrate 
who ever received from a husband a written acknowledgment of his kindness 
in locking up a wife. 

The American journal Case and Comment says that the liability of a 
water company for supplying impure water for domestic use, thereby 
communicating typhoid fever to a consumer and causing his death, is 
denied in the recent case of Greene v. Ashland Water Co. (Wis.) (43 L. R. A. 
117), on the ground of the contumer’s contributory negligence in drinking 
the water when he knew, or had reasonable means of knowledge, that it 
was dangerously polluted with cewage. As to his knowledge of this, the 
court says the proof is overwhelming that the water was dangerously 
polluted at the time he was stricken with the fever, and had been in that 
condition—especially in the spring—for several years, and that the facts 
in that regard were understood in the city generally, and had been the 
subject of ditcus:ion at public meetings in the city council and in the 
newspapers and among the people foralong time. Because of his con- 
tributory negligence the court denies any rigtt of action against the water 
company for damages, whether based on negligence or deceit. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 
Patwee,—Avg. 16, at Folkestone, the wife of Francis Beaufo.t Palmer, of a con. 








Wannine To rxtenpinc Hovse Purcuasrrs anp Lessezs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The tary 
ne Co. (H. Carter, C.E., Manager), 65, Victoria-street, West- 
minster. Fee quoted on receipt of full particulars. Established 23 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘ Sanitation.” 


—[Apvr.] 


19, 1899. 


THE PROPERTY MART. 


RESULT OF SALE. 
Beversioxs, Lirz Powicies, anp Suaris, 
At Messrs. H. E. Fosrer & Crasrizxo’s .-rtnightly Sale of tho above interests on 
Thursday last, at the Mart, E.C, nearly e’ :ry lot was sold after spirited competition, 
The total amount realised at the Sale was o ‘er £16,009. 
REVERBSIONS: 


Absolute to Two-thirds of £1,900; xfe 7? oe pe i. - 
Absolute to Fully Licensed Freehold known as Oberon Hotel, 

Grimsby ; life 60 ... ae ion vs we on ona ~ 3 
Absolute to Freeholds at Grimsby, producing £17 per annum; 


life 60 pa oie ove ove soe ae si oe ~ o ie 
Absolute to Three-sevenths of £7,390; life 55 ... ase oa sce aa. 
Absolute to On2-fourth of £993 Taff Vale Railway 4 per cent. 

Preference Stock ; life 49 on ae ta oe om 
Absolute to One-fourth of £894 11s. 2d. ; life 71 SS ere ey ae 13) 

LIFE POLICIES : 

For £33,000; life46 ... ae van bes jie 5a A | 9 ae 
For £1,100; life79_—... ane one ose aod sp Ee ae) 
For £400; life 73 as ove vee ove eos a ; ‘ 


ARES: i 
In London Gigantic Wh-el Co., 466 Shares of 10s, each, ful'y paid __,, 


£ 
Sold 9&3) 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Farivay, Aug. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COM,PANIES. 
Limirep 1s Caancezry. 

Acme Unsreakasie Cnuimsev Co, Linrrep (1n Votuntary Liguiparion)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Monday, Oct 9, to send their names and addresses, and the 
ratticulars of their debts or claims, to Mr Fred Craven, Beckett’s Bank chmbrs, 
Cheapside, Bradford. Rawnsley & Peacock, Bradford solors for liquidator 

Axc.io-Swepisu Sree Tube Co, Limrrep—Crzditors are required, on or bofore Sept 1, 


to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to . 


Arthur Rupert Lancaster, Athenreun chmbrs, Temple row, Birmingham. Rec? & 
Harris, Birmingham, solors for liquidator c 1 

BecuvuaNaLaypD Rartway Trust, Linrreo—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 23, 
to send in their names and addrerses, and particulars of their debts and claims, ta 
Grosvenor George Walker, 19, St Swithin’slane. Hollams & Co, Mincing lane, solors 
for liquidator ¥ : i 

P. 8. Paris, Livrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sep‘ 15. to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to William Barclay Peat, 3, 
Lothbu' 

PaTENtT Ticeien Peramputator Co, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 
22, t> send their names and adresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
William Robert Taylor Carr, Monument House, Monument sq, London , 

Properties Devetopment, Limriteo—Petn for winding up, presentei Aug 2, dir-cted 
t» be heard on Oct 25. Gedge & Co, 11, Great George st, Westmiaster, solors, the petnera, 
Notice of appearing must reach the theve-aamel not later than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon of Oct 24 ‘ R 

Sarst Bees Heap Rep Frerstone Quarrizs Co, Limrren—Creditora are required, on 
or before Sept 1. t» send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Mr. J. A. Forster, 125, Ramsden sq, Barrowin Furness. E. & K. J. Hough, 
solors to liquidator 

Wupetoox Taon Asp Satt Co, Linitrep—Creditors are required, oa or before Sept 11, to 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their deb‘s or claims, to Francis 
Jesse Mason, Albion st, Hanley. Knight & Sons, Newcastle, Staffz, solors to liquidator 

County Pauatine or LANCASTER, 
Limirep in CHancery. 

New Liwenvnst Cottigry Co, Luurep - By an order made by the Vice-Chancellor, dated 
April 7, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company be continued, 
Sale & Co, Manchester, solors for petner 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. __ 
BizkENHEAD Prorestant Bexerit Society, 170, Cleveland st, Birkenhead, Chester. 
3 


A : 
Briquarrs Loan anp Investment Society, Reddal bill, Old hill, Stafford. July 31 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Aug. 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liuitep tw Cuancery. 
ERBEEG Pustic Hari Co, Loren (ix Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before 

a t 29, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to James Bohannah Yendoll, 4, Church st, Ebbw Vale. Le Brasseur & Bowen, Newport, 
Mon, solors to liquidator - 

CooLGABDIE Goup Wisse Limitep—Petn for winding up, directed to be heard on Aug 23. 
Haynes & Co, Girdiers’ Hall, Basinghall st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 22 _ 

CooteaRpie Gop Fieips, Luurev—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 2, directed to be 
heard on Aug 23. Morten & Co, 99, Newgate st, solors for petners. Notice of appearing 
must rerch the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Aug 22 

E.A Rawpisa, Linrrep—Credit rs are required, on or before Sept 1, to send their names 
avd addresses, snd the particulars of their debts or claim:, to William Henry Camm, 
17, Bank st, Sheffield ; ‘ 

Gcote Moss Lirrer Co, Liwirzp—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 16, to send 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts and claims, to William 
Abbott, 24, Coleman st Reader & Co, Chapel pl, Poultry, solors for liquidator 

J. Leyuays & Co, Limitep (in Liquipation tors are required, ou or before Sept 14, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. E 
Walker, 12, Bowlalley lane, Hull i : 

Lu mt sum Cscie Co, Limitrep (in Votuntary Liquipatox)—Creditors are required, on 
or before Sept 21, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Mr Roland ie Felton, 1, Waterloo st, Birming) Boote & Co, Man- 
chester, solors for liquidator : 

Missovrr Minna ae Layp Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 18, 
to send their names ond otpeomes, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Bonald Shearer, Broad st Houze ; 

Nicest Mary Reer, Liirep —Creditors are required, on or before Sept 12, fo send their 
names and addresses, end the particulars of their debts and claims, to Stanley Banning, 
20, Bucklerabury 

Scarsorovcn Fisnixe Vessers Murvuar Ivsunayce Association, Limrrep (1x Liguipa- 
TION) —Creditors are required, on or before Aug 21, to send their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Garrard Stephenson, King’s 
Cliff, Scarborough 


~ 
N wp Co: ents Co, Limitep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 
Vie to ound tele anaes end obiveme, and he particulars of their debte or claims, 
Charles Frederick oo ehmbrs, Temple row, Birmingham. Lane & Co, 
hb solors to li 
woe write Works Co, Luutren—By an order dated July 21, it was ordered that 


lfred Dunstan, Park terr, Penydarren Park, Merth: bea appoi liquidator, 
g m place of David Willians, deceased. Wncaianees & Bon, 2, Bedford row, colors for 
a) 


FRIENDLY SOCLETY DISSOLVED. 





Currresnam Faigyviy Society, Chippenham, Wilts. Aug 8 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Aug. 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Auicock, Jostan, Stamford, Lincs, Cycle Agent Peter- 
borough Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 2 

Baxter, Samurc METCALFE, Kingston upon Hu'l, Fruit 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pct Aug 9 Ord Aus 9 

Burcess, Harry Joun, Prighton, Siga Wiiter Brighton 
Pet Aug 5 Ord Aug5 

Crakk, JOHN, Wheathamrste.d, Herts, Butcher §&t. 
Albans Pet Aug4 Ord Aug4 

Coates, Tuomas, Hillesden, Bucks, Farmer Banbury Pct 
July 27 O:d Aug9 eg 

Ccox, Grorce Ronert, Margate, Builder 
Pet July 22 Ord Aug 5 : t 

Cooxson. Erxest Gxorce, Hammeremith, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet July18 Ord Augs— 

Cowizy, Jony, New Swindon, Wilts, Fitter Swindon 
Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 : 

Dexxe, Freperick Tuomas, Westgate on Sea, Builder 
Canterbury Pet Aug5 Ord Augi 

Faiz, Ausert Cuaries, Upper Clapton, Commercial 
Traveller High Court Pet July3 Ord Aug 4 

Favixner, Witt1am Henry, Litt'e Stanney, Chester, 
Farmer Chester Pet July 22 Ord Aug 9 

Fisner, E, Cricklewood, Club Proprietor High Court 
Pet July 17 Ord Aug 4 

Gopparp, Tuomas, Walsall, Baker Walsall Pet Aug 4 
Ord Aug 4 


Canterbury 


Haines, Jane, Knighton, Radnor, Hotel Keeper Leo- ' 


minster Pet AugS Ord Aug 8 ’ 

Haney, J E, Paternoster row, Surveyor High Court Pet 
Juy6 Ord Aug 4 

Harvey, Mary, and Cuan.es Coane, 8t Colum), Cornwall, 
Stationers Truro Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 

Haw ey, Tuomas Henry, Scarborough Scarborough Pet 
Avug6 urd Aug 5 

Hoipswortn, 8am Harrisoy, and Harry Frercner, O!d 
Bank, Earlsheaton, Tailors Dewsbury Pet Aug 4 
Ord Aug 4 

Hvucues, Freperick, Wrexham, Tailor Wrexham Pet 
Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

ex, Kare, York, Dressmaker York Pet Aug 8 

Ord Aug 


Aug 8 

Hurst, Jonyx, Hinckley, Leicester, Boot Manu‘acturer 
Leicester Pet Aug9 Ord Aug9 

Jackson, Lionet, Bayley st, Tottenham ct rd, Public 
house Broker High Court Pet June 13 Ord Aug 4 

Juxes, Tuomas Jorns, Southampton, Builder Southampton 
Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 

Kerssaw, Wricut. West Hartlepool, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Sunderland Pet Aug4 Ord Aug4 

Kinxsy, Taowas, Armley, Leeds, Commercial Traveller 
Leeds Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5b 

Lawazenck, L, Stafford st, Old Bond st, Electrical Engineer 
High Court Pet June 22 Ord Aug 9 

McGowan, Daviv Bveu, Australian av, Merchant High 
Court Pet Aug3 Ord Aug 3 

Mart.y, Samver, Jonn Creeron, and Joun Matpass, 

Caynham, falop, Colliers Leominster Pet Aug 5 
Aug 5 

Sacriston, 


Ord 

Miter, Rate Exuiorr, Durham, Miner 
Durham Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 

Noakes, James Henry, Hollington, Sussex, Bricklayer 
Hastings Pet Aug5 Ord i 

Parsons, Freperick Wii1iam, Cwmbran, Mon, Grocer 
Newport, Mon Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5 

Poirer, Henry Tuomas, unstable, Bedford, Market 

ardener Luton Pet July 22 Ord Aug 9 

Procktrr, Heyry. Eldon st, Finsbury pvmt, Auctioneer 
High Cowt “>: Ord Aug 8 

Ratiey, Waiter, West Kensiogton pk, Butcher High 
Court Pet Aug7 Ord Aug7 

Rrrs, Tuomas Treboth, Swansea, Grocer 
Augs Ord Augs8 

Reeve, Cuarntes, Market Rasen, Lincs, Wine Merchant 
Lincoln Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug9 

Ricuarpson, Epwrs, Gt Marlow, Jeweller Aylesbury 
Pet July 27 Ord Aug 8 

Rrcnarpson, Emma Sormia, Huddersfield Hudderafield 
Pet July 21 Ord Aug? 

Bicny, Jonn, Bolton, Plumber Bolton Pet Aug 8 Ord 


Swansea Pet 


ug 

Roperts, Ricuarp Hexry, Penzance, Refreshment House 
Keeper Truro Pet Aug5 Ord Aug 5 

Rosinsoxn, James Arntaur, Castleford, Yorks, Hosier 

akefield Pet Aug9 Ord Aug9 
oak —, Norwood, nr Otley, Leeds Leeds Pet Aug 
ug 8 

Setway, Wiiiiam, Kentisbeare, Devons Exeter Pet 
Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Buxton, T W, Kensington, Builder High Court Pet 
May15 Ord aa? 

SipweLL, Grorce, Burton on Trent, Insurance Agent 
Derby Pet Augs Ord Aug8 

STH, Wiitiam, Atworth, Wilts, General Dealer Bath 

P Pet Aug 5 os Aue Coad Beit 

TANLEY, JounN Wiviam, Tondu, nr Bridgend, Glam, Iron 
Founder Cardiff Pet July 21 Ord Aug 4 

Erernensen, Otar Steruen, Kingston upon Hull, Seed 
"a Kingston upon Hull Pet July 22 Ord 


ug 5 

Srurt, A, & Co, Heaton, Newcastle on Tyne, Builders 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet July 18 Ord Augs 

Vranon, James Heyry, Cromwell avenue, Highgate High 
Court Pet June 22 Ord Aug 3 

Viva. Beatrice Curistixa, Cambridge ter, Hyde Park 
High Court Pet July 6 Aug 

Weissy, Arrnur Jouy, Bristol, Auctioneer Bristol Pet 
Aug9 Ord Aug 9 

Wiiiams, Warxrx, 8t Mary Hill, Glam, Farmer Cardiff 
Pet Aug9 Ord Aug9 
Amended notice substituted for that published in 

the London Gazette of August 1: 
Wesn, Grorce Wiit1am, Maidenhead, Carpenter Windsor 


Pet July18 Ord Jul 
+e FIRST MEETINGS 


Aticock, Jostan, Stamford, Lines, Oycle Agent A 
at 11-45 Law Courts, New rd, 4k. pies 


| Barrox, Erne, Gerrrups, Lancaster Aug 22at12 Off 
16, Cornwallis st. Barrow 


Woolstapler Augi8atil Off 
Rec, 31. Manvr row, Bradford = 
Borvanp, F A, Hixzh st, Pecuham, Poulterer Auyz 18 at 11 
Bavkruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Carssoum, Joas, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Tailor Aug 
18 at 2.15 Three Tans Hotel, Durham 
Cusnxe, Georce Henry, Walli a, Surrey, Builder 
, sug 2lat 11.30 2k, Kailway app, London bridge 
Courter, Joun Rochester, Traveller Aug 2iat11.15 115, 
‘ High st, Rochester 
Dovsox, Frayg, Rugby, Hawker Aug 15at12 Off Rec, 
| 17, Hertford st Coveatry 
| Epwanos, ARreur ALtay, Edenbridge, Kent, Baker 
Aug 18 at 12.30 24, Railway app London bridge 
' Faris, Avsert CHArces, Wpper Clapton, Commercial 
Traveller Augisat1 Bankruptcy b dss, Carey st 
Fisuer, E, Cricklewood, Club Proprietor Aug 21 at 11 
Bank-up‘cy bldgs, Carey st 
Fowxe, Eowarp Vaucuan, Derbv, Butcher Aug 18 at 11 
Off Ree, 4), St Mary’s gat>, Derby 
Hartey. J E, Pate r row, Surveyor Aug 21 at 12 
Bankruptey bidgs, Carey st 
Harerr, Witiiam, Lctaes, Devon, Boot Dealer Aug 22 
atil 6, Athens im terr, Plymouth 
_, Frank, Krith, Buildkr Aug 21 at 11 115, High st, 


‘ochester 

Hoop, Ei, Ilkley, York, Labourer Aug 13 1 Off Ree, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Hunter Kare, York, Dressmaker Aug 23 ati215 Of 
Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

Jacxsoy, Lionet Bayley st, Tottenham ct rd, Pabtic 
house Broker Aug 18 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Loyesrarr, Tom, Stockton on Tees, Butcher Aug 23 at3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Lyness Avrrep, Stockton on Tees, Clerk Auz 23 at 3 
Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

McGowan, Davin Hven, Australian av, Merchant Aug 18 

| at 12 Bankruptcy b! Carey st 

Necwirrn, Faepericx ILLIAM, Harrogate, York, 
Musician Aug 1S at1¥ Off Rec, 26, Stonegate, York 

Poxoy, Groacr, on Trent, Coal Merchant Aug 18 
at 3.15 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton oa Treat 

Ricttanpson, Ema Sopnia, Huddersfield Aug 21 at 12 
Off Re:;, 19, John William st, Huddersfi-1 1 

Roserts, Lronarp Epenezer, nhall st, Managing 
Di-ector ane 21 at 12 ap mt bldgs, Carey st 

Ruspatt, Frep Portsdown rd, Maida Vale, Surveyor 
Aug 21 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Car y st 

Sziway, WittiAm, Kentisbeare, Devons Aug 31 at 10 30 

s yy 13, Bedford ry 

MITH ‘nieHt, King hea; Tailors Aug 18 

oS Renkveptey tilgn Gaeep ct - 

Sreeaen, Joun THomson, and Ropert Eoxiy, Leic2ster, 


| BLackeury, JE, 


s 1, Berridge st. rei tatord, Hat 
TRETTELL, WILLIAM, ‘e: Aug2latit Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 2 
Tayxor, Witt1aM Gzorar, South Holmwood, nr Dorkiag, 
Hy md Agent Aug 21at 1230 2t, Railway app, London 
njge 
Trimix, Witttam, Doncaster Aug2fat1 Off Rec, Figtree 
in, Shettield 
Waker. WALTER, Dateien Wells, Fruiterer Aug 18 at 
1130 24 Railway app, on bridge 
Warr3, Watrer Tuomas, Blandford, Dorset, Coal 
Merchant Aug 18at1 Off Rec, Eadless st, Salisbury 
Wess. Grorck Witu1AM, Maidenhead. Carpentar Aug 18 
at3 (ff Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple avy London 
Wixurasson, Jonx, U:verston, Licensed Victualler Aug 
22at11 Off Rec, 16, Cornwallis st, Barrow i Furness 
ADJUDIVATIONS. 
Attcock, Josiau, Stamford, Liecs, Cycl» Agent Peter- 
borough PetAug5 Ord Aug5 
Baxter, Samvet Mercarr, Kingston upon Hull, Fruit 
Me:chant Kingston upon Hul Pet Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 
Bittiseton, Bosrrtr, Blackpool, Aucti Preston 
Pet July 18 Ord Aug5 
Bonsory, Arrnurn Frank, Pentonville Prison High 
Court Pet June 1 Ord Auzg8 
Burogss, Harry Jon, Brighton, Sign Writer Brighton 
oe Pet Aug 5 ay 5 wan 
ARKY, Gronce Henry, ington, Surrey, Builder 
ing ——- ig | a—s ” 
WLEY, Jouxn, New indon, ilts, Fitter Swi 
Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 - mance 
Crovcner, Eowarp Exisan Upper Norwood High Court 
r ng a Onl aust w, 
ENNE, Freperick Tuomas, estgate on Sea, Builder 
/ “ay 4 Pet one Ord Aug 5 ” 
‘oRDYCE, ALEXANDER Dinawatuy, Fali: igh 
Pet June 19 Ord Aug 3 ck a ae 
Gumiey. Arraus WituiaAmM Patrick Cuarites Beresrorp 
Tuomas, Greenwich Greenwich Pet June 22 Ord 


Aug 8 

Hanes, Jaye, Knight.n, Radaor, Hotel Keeper Leo- 
minster Pet — } Aug 8 

Harvey, Mary, and (nuarves Coapr, 8t Columb, Corn- 

. wall, —_- ag os ana? Ord Aug 9 

AWLEY Tuomas Henry, Scar Scarborough t 
Aug5 Ord Aug 5 — day 

Hears, Cuartes Denison, and Jony Wittram Hears, 

| Lead Merchants Leeds Ord Aug 1 

Horpswortn, Sam Harrisoy, and Harry Fiercuer, 
Karlsheaton, Tailors Dewsbury Pet Aug 4 Ord 


Aug 4 
Hvouns, Frxoxnsox, Wrexham, Tailor Wrexham Pet 
ug 
Bveams, Kage, York, Dreissmaker York Pet Aug 8 
Horst, Jowy, . sapeeton, Boot Manufacturer 


er PetAug5 Ord A 

Eronan, aes Bor, South Shi . Builder Newcastle 
3 

rd, Public 


on Tyne Pet June 23 Ord 
Jaconson, Laoy Bayley si, et 

J Tuomas Jo i ‘Builaee Pe tm : 
‘KE! 8 dF 
 ePet Aug 9 Ord Aug 9 ee 














Cycle Tyre Manufac‘urers Aug 18 at 12 Off Rec, | 





Kersuaw, Wricut, West 1, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Sunderland Pet Aug4 Ord Aug 4 
Kirexsy, Tuomas, Armley, Leeds, C»mmercial Traveller 

Leeds Pet Aug5 Ord Aug5d 
Kitcaiy, Peter, Leeds Leeds Pet July7 Ord Aug3 
Maatix, Sauvurt, Jony Creerox, and Joun MAcreass, 
——. Salop, Uvlliers Leommnste: Pet Aug 5 
Ord Aug 5 


Mities. Rates Ecwiorr, Sacristoa, Dahim, Miner 
Durham Pet Ang’ Orl Aug 5 

More Jons Rees, Haverfordwest, Prosess Sorver P.m- 
broke Vock Pet Augi Ori Aug 9 

Parsons, Freogrick 1u:1am, C#m ran, Moa, Grocer 
Newport, Mon P-t Aug6 Ord Aug 5 

Procxtex. Hesry, Eldon st, Finsbury pvmt, Aucti sneer 
HM’gh Court Pet AugS Ord Aug 8 

Rarity, Watters, West Kensingtoa pk, Batcher High 

tt Pet Aug7 Ord Aug 7 
Pet Aug 8 


ua 

Rees, Toowas, Tiedoth, Grocer Swansea 

O-d Aug 8 

Retve, Caarins, Market Ravea, Lincs, Wise Merchant 
Li n Pet Aus9 Ord Aug9 

Ricey, Jous, Bolts3, Plumber Bolton Pet AugS Ord 
Auz 8 

Rozseerts, Ricuaro Heyry, Penzance, Corawall, Refresh- 
meat house Keeper, ‘frurs Pet Auz5 Ord Aug5 

Ronixsox, Jaug3 Arrnur, Castlefurd, Yo.k, Hosier 
Wakefle'd Pet Aug 9 Aug 9 ‘ 

Roacay, Joun, Norwood, nr Otley, York, Mechanic Leeds 
Pet Aug8 Ord Augs8 

Secway, Wituam, Kentisbeare, Devons Exeter Pet 

Aug4 Ord Aug 4 

Sexros, THomas Witu1am, Kensington, Builder High 
Court Pet ta Ord Aug 7 

Sipwevt, Georce, Etwall, Derby, Insurance Agent Derb7 
Pet Aug8 Ord Aug8 

Suira, Wituiam, Atworth, Wilts, General Dealer Bath 
Pet Aug5 Ord Auzg5 

Srergensen, Oray Sreraey, Kiogston upon Hull 8.ed 
Merchant Kingston upon Hull Pet July 22 Ord 


Aug 8 

a Harry Kesyepy, Maideshead, Hotel Proprietor 
Windsor Pet June23 Oud Aug 

Tarrin, JosEern, ore High st, Timber Merchant 
High Court Pet July 25 Ord Aug 4 

Taytor, Wittiam Groner, South Ho mood, nr Do. king, 
Cycle Agent Croydoa Pet July28 Ord Aug4 

Wess Georce Witiiam, Ma‘denhead, Carpeater Winds r 
Pet Jaly 14 Ord Aug4 : 

Witiiams, Warkrn, 8t Mary Hill, Glam, Farmer Cardiff 
Pet Augy Ord Aug 9 

Wop, Wittiam, Fulham, Builder High Court Pet May 
19 Ord Aug 7 

London Gazetle.—Torspay, Aug 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 

Best, Cuaacss James, Blandford. Dorset, Coal Merchant 
Dorchester Pet Aug {1 Ord Aug iL 

Bowen, Evan, Maesteg, Glam, Builder Cardiff Pet July 2 
Ord Aug 11 


Bravsuaw, Groror, Market Draytoz, Cabinet Maker 
Nantwich Pet Aug10 O:d Aug 10 : 

Brows, Josera Epwarp, Clarendoa rd, No‘tiog Hill, 
Grocer High Cout Pet Augl) O.d Aug lo 

Dawsox, Wittiam Marriy, Kendal, Licen Victualler 
Ken Pet Aug 11 Ord Aug it 

Dovetas, Wittram, Acton Brentfo:d Pct July 2t Ord 
A 


10 ‘ 

Sanam Atrrep and Fagperic Jacos, West Humb2r- 
st me, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet 
Aug it Ord Aug tl ‘ 

Farmar, Lewis, Isliagton, Liceare1 Victualler High Court 
Vet Aug12 Ord Aug 12 : 

Fieipnovse, Wituam Joux, Leyton, Licensed Victualler 

Court Pet July 81 Ord Aug lz 

Frost, James, Barsham, Suffo'k, Farmer Great Yarmouth 
Pet Aug il Ord Aug IL 

Gomuersat., Josren, Bradford, Plamber Bradford Pet 
Aug9 Ord aug9 ‘ 

~~“ Brizto), Confectioner Buisto! Pet Aug 12 


ug 12 
Grauam, James, Lewi ham, Builder Geeenwich Pct Aug 
Ord Aug 11 

Grisrix, Frep, Anstey, Leicester, Osthr Leicester Pet 
Augill Ord Aug il 5 

Hammonn, Caartes Wittiam, Nuohead, Builder High 
Court Pet July 24 Ord Aug 11 

Harais, Henry, Long acre High Court Pet Jaly 4 Ori 
Aug ll 

Joxes, Atrrep, Birmisgham, Carpenter 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aus Ww 

Merthyr Ty; dai 


Joxes, Joux, Treharris, Giim, Collier 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10_ : 

Kempatt Atrexp Josern, Kilburn, Wine Merchant High 
court Pet Aug1l Ord Aug 11 

Kirk, James, Streatham, Licensed Victualler High Court 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Lemare, Lesuiz Tuomas, Highbury quadrant High Court 
ret Jul: lu 


iy 24 Ord Aug ; 
— Ricuaro Jous Curxcn, Bromley, Builder 
Grey Cloth 


ydon Pet Augl0 Ord Aug 10 
Manstayp, Martix, Bramhall, Cheshire, 
Merchant Stockport Pet July 29 Ord Aug 11 
Mourrirr, Wriiam, Watford, Draper st Atbans Pet 
July 24 Ord Aug 9 
Nosxz, James, Gains>orough, Painter Liacoln Pet Aug 
11 Grd Aug it 


Parker, Grorcer Faancis, Emley, or Wakefield, Blacksmith 
Wi Pet Augi2 Ond Aug 12 
Glos, singiae Driver Glou- 


Birmiaghim 


Parsons, James, Ciaderford, 
cester Pet Aug9 Ord Aug? 3 
Perkins, Wiiuram Suakesrsar, Coventry, Commercial 
erk Coventry Pet Aug9 Ord Aug 9 
Perry, Fee if Mary, Old Bailey High Court Pet May 


24 Aug 9 
Purtures, James, Gateshead Durham, Pabtican Newcastle 
oa Pet Aug tl Ord augil 
Raymonp, Aytruony, Toxeuhous: ysrd, Finansier High 
t Zi Ord Augy 
, Tea Merchant Cardiff Pet Aug 10 









ane 
— 
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, — — 
Roserts, Hersert, Dewsbury, Grocer Dewsbury Pet 


Aug 12 a t 
Roserts, Tuomas, , Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet Aug il oe : 
ScuttarD, Cuartes, John st, Bedford row, Licensed Vic- 

tualler High Court Pet July8 Ord Aug !0 
Suarp, R, Dalston, Pianoforte Dealer High Court Pet 
17 0 


Suarrott, Axnprew, Tamworth, Hat Manufacturer Bir- 
i Pet Augil Ord Aug 11 

Suzen, Epwin, Abergavenny, Mon, Mason Tredegar Pet 

Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Tex, Artuur Cuarves, Coventry, Plumber Coventry Pet 

ang th ey Eo 

Vane, Harry Ex.is, Northwich, Hardware Dealer Nant- 
wich Pet ay 9 Ord Aug 9 

Vickery, Jouy Gaz, Plymouth, Blacksmith Plymouth 

ugil Ord Aug 11 

Watproy, Husert, Old Jewry chmbrs, Solicitor High 
Court PetMay6 Ord Aug 11 

‘WEATHERILL, SamvEt, Holme upon Spalding Moor, York, 
Bricklayer York Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

WesTALL, Frank Lanpver, Little Brington, Northampton 
High Court Pet July4 Ord Aug 10 

Wuittt.1, Hexry Epwarp, Rochester, Builder Rochester 
Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 


FIRST MEETINGS, 

Aspott, WituiAM, jun, Wandsworth Aug 22at11.30 24, 
Railway app, London bridge 

Barratt, Frepericx, Findon, Sussex, Trainer of Horses 
Aug 75 at 3.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Birtwe.t, Carey Ep.eston, Barnoldswick, Yorks, Grocer 
Aug 23 at 1 County Court house, Blackburn 

Brewer, Jonny, Kidderminster, Licensed Victualler Aug 
22at245 Spencer Thurefield, Solicitor, 12, Oxford st, 
Kidderminster 

Brown, Josera Epwarp, Clarendonrd, Notting hill, Grocer 
Aug 22at11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Catiow, Frep, Burnley, Tripe Dresser’s Assistant Aug 
23at1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Cook, Grorce Rosert, Margate, Builder Aug 24 at 11 
Off Rec, 78, Cast!e st, Canterbury 

Cooxsox, Eryest Grorcr, Hammersmith, Licensed 
Vie Aug 22at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Datiixe, Tuomas, Barnstaple, Dairyman Aug 22 at 10 30 
Sanders & Son, High st, Barnstaple 

DanieL, Wittiam Owen, Upper Bangor, Carnarvonshire, 
Contractor Aug 23at1 ship Hotel, Bangor 

Denxe, Freperick Tomas estgate on Sea, Builder 
Aug 24 at 10.30 Off Rec, 73, Castle st, Canterbury 

F.ercger, Josern, Heanor, Derbyshire, Miner Aug 23 at 
8 Rec, 40, st Mary’s gate, Derby 

Founrary, Groraer Frevenrick, Birmiogham, Fishing Tackle 
Manufacturer Aug 2iati1l 174, Corporation st, Bir- 








mingham 

GomeRsatt, Joszrn, Bradford, Plumber Aug 23 at 11 
Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Granam, Water Morrow, Hartlepool, Durham Aug 24 
at 3.30 Off Rec, 25. John st, Sunder’and 

Han, Tuomas Henry, Burnley, Debt Collector Aug 25 at 
12.30 Exchange Hotel, icholas st, Burnley 

Haavey, Mary, and Cuaries Coabe, St Columb, Cornwall, 
Stationers Aug 23 at 1230 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 

Hveues, Morsis Jouyx, Lianllyfni, Carnarvons, Grocer 
Aug 23 at12.15 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Jukes, Tuomas Jorxs, Southampton, Builder Aug 22 at 
830 Off Rec, 172 High st, Southampton 

Kempati, Atrrep Josrrn, Kilburn, Wine Merchant Aug 
24at12 Bankrupicy bidgs, Carey st 

Kersnaw, Wricut, West Hartlepool, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Aug 24 at 3 Off Rec, 25, John st, 
Sunderland 

Kirk, James, Streatham, Licensed Victualler Aug 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Kirxsy, Tuomas, Bramley, Commercial Traveller Aug 23 
at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 

Lawrence, Lawrence Jons, Stafford st, Old Bond st, 

Engineer Aug 24at11 Bankruptcy bldgs, 


Mizz, Rarren Extiorr, Sacriston, Durham, Miner 
Aug 22at2 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 

Monsz, Joun Bers, Haverfordwest, Process Server Sept 1 
at 12.30 Tem ce Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Mosetex, Davip, Halesowen, Worcester, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Aug 22at 1 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 


st, 
Moss, Atrrep Frepericx, Newport, Mon, Boot Dealer 
Aug 23 at 11 Off Res, Westgate chmbrs, Newport, 


Neat, Jouy, Daventry, Northampton, Contractor 

Noss, James, Gainsborough, Painter Aug 23at12 Off 
Ree, 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Parsons, Freperick Wii11am, Cwmbran, Mon, Grocer 
Aug 23 at 11.80 Off Rec, Westgate chmbra, Newport, 


Pragsox, Tuomas Hesxetru, Whitchurch, Balop, Auc- 
‘tioneers’ Aug 22 at 280 Victoria’ Hotel, 


Pearsox, WiLtiam - Ritson, Bt Helens, Lancs, 
Aug 2% at 10.20 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, 








Esnty, Nottingham, Grocer Aug 23 at 2.30 Off 
reg Byrom st, Manchester 
Paice, aww Sopnia, Tipton, Staffs, Baker Aug 22 at 


11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton st, Dudle | 
Rexzs, rey Cardiff, Tea Merchant Aug 23 p 4 2.30 Bank- 


ldgs, 33, Carey st 
Reeve, LES, Rasen, Lincs, Wine Merchant 

iy, Soden 3 Off Rec, 31, Silver st, Lincoln | 
a lon, Bolton, Plumber Aug 22at3 16, Wood st, 


Roserts, Ricuarp Henry, Penzance, Cornwall, Refresh- 
ment house Keeper Aug 23 ati2 Off Rec, Boscawen | 


st, 
Rocaxy, Joux, Norwood, nr Otley Aug 23at11 Off Rec, 
ay Batley, York, Travelling D, 
AS , Yor velli raper 
Bank Batley . “s 


22, 
Booxe, Tuom Trove, 
Aug 22at3 Off Rec, chmbrs, 





Sansom, Antuur, Birmingham, Grocer Aug 23at 11 174, 

Corporation oa 

Scuwarz, ANNIE, Builder Aug 29 at 2.15 
County Court Offices, 04, Cambridge rd, 

Sexton, THomas haar a= , Builder Aug 24at 
12 


bidge, 
SmitH, Joun Hewry, Rie ‘huckiend, Durham, Miner 
Anges at 2.30 Three Tuns Hotel, Durham 
sees” 
a 





1LL1AM, Atworth, Wilts, General Dealer Aug 23 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 
SrerHensen, Ovar SterHen, —— by oa Hull, Rice 
Miller Aug 23 at11 Off Rec, Trinity House In, Hull 
Vernon, James Henry, Cromwell av, Highgate Aug 23 at 
12 Bankruptcy bl Carey st 


y 

Voycr, Atice Mary, Kidderminster, Corn Merchant Aug 
22 at 3.15 Ivens & Co, Solicitors, Bank bldgs, Kidder- 
mini 

WEarnenriit, Samvet, Holme upon Spalding Moor, Brick- 
layer Aug 24at12.15 Off Rec, 28, Stonegate, York 

We spy, Artavr Jony, Bristol, Auctioneer Aug 23 at 
12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

West, Epwiy, Kettering, Cycle Agent Aug 22 at 12.30 
Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, Northampton 

Wuitxey, Josuva Cuaries, Manchester, Estate Agent 
Aug 23 at Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Wuittert, Henry Epwarp, Rochester, Builder Aug 24 
atll 115, High st, Rochester 

Wituramson, Davip, and Frep Gurtreripce Coox, Gt 
Harwood, Lanes, Joiners Aug 23 at 1.30 County 
Court house, Blackburn 


ADJUDICATIONS. 

Assott, WILLIAM, jun, Wandsworth Wandsworth Pet 
July 20 Ord Aug 11 

Best, CHARLES James, Blandford, Dorset, Coal Merchant 
Dorchester Pet Augil Od Aug ll 

Brapvey, Jouy, Hasry Lorp, and Witiiam Leprinetoy, 
Bhifnal, Balop, Builders Madeley Pet July28 Ord 

ug 9 

BrapsHaw, Georce, Market Drayton, Cabinet Maker 
Nantwich Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

Brows, JosepH Epwarp, Clarendon rd, Notting hill, 
Grocer High Court Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

CuisHotm, Joux, Bishop Auckland, Durham, Tailor 
Durham Pet July13 Ord Aug? 

C.ARK, Joun, Wheathampstead, Herts, Butcher St Albans 
Pet Aug4 Ord Aug9 

Dawsoyx, Wittiam Martix, Kendal, Licensed Victualler 
Kendal Pet Augil Ord Augil 

Dyke, ALseERt, Islington, Lice: Victualler High Court 
Pet July 4 Ord Aug it 

EFastwoop, ALrrep, and Freperic Jacos, West Humber- 
stone, Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet 
Augil Ord Aug il 

Farr, Evizaseta Megpora, Caveniish, Suffolk Colchester 
Pet May 11 Ord Aug 12 

Favtxner, WittiAmM Henry, Little Stanney, Chester, 
Farmer Chester Pet July 22 Ori Ang 

Fisuer, Epwarp Arrtuur, Cricklewood, Club Proprietor 
High Court Pet July17 Ord Aug 10 

Frost, James, Barsham, Suffolk, Farmer Great Yarmouth 
Pet Aug il Ord Aug 11 

GomersaALt, Joseru, Bradford, Plumber Bradford Pet 
Aug9 Ord Aug9 

Grirrix, Frep, Leicester, Ostler Leicester Pet Aug 11 
Ord Aug 11 

Jones, Atrrep, Birmingham, Carpenter Birmingham 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Jones, Jonny, Treharris, Glam, Collier Merthyr Tydfil 
Pet Aug 10 Ord Aug 10 

Kempatt, Atrrep Josern, Kilburn. Wine Merchant 
High Court Pet Augit Ord Aug il 

Lawrence, Lawrence Joun, Old Bond st, Electrical 
Engineer High Court Pet June 22 Ord ‘= 4 

Loneman, Freperick, Bris Commercial veller 
Bristol Pet July 26 Ord Aug 12 

Me tior, Hvcn, Haymarket, Captain High Court Pet 
June 27 Ord Aug 11 

MICKLETHWAITE, GzorGE, Wakefield, Farmer Wakefield 
Pet May 25 Ord Aug 10 

Nostz, James, Gainsborough, Painter Lincoln Pet Aug 
11 Ord Augil 

Parker, Grorce Francois, Emley, nr Wakefield, Black- 
smith Wakefield Pet Augi2 Ord Aug 12 

Parsons, James, Cinderf Glos, 
Gloucester Pet Aug 9 Ord ane 

Perkins, WituiAM SHAKESPEAR, ventry, Commercial 
Clerk Coventry Pet Aug9 Ord Aug9 

Roserts, Hersert, Dewsbury, Yorks, Grocer Dewsbury 
Pet Aug 12 Ord Aug 12 

Roserts, Tuomas, rey Glam, Licensed Victualler 
Cardiff Pet Aug 11 d Aug ll 

Sansom, Antuve, iBrmingham, Grocer Birmingham Pet 
July 3 Ord Aug 12 

fneen, Eowix, Abergavenny, Mon, Mason. Tredegar Pet 
Augi2 Ord Aug 12 


ug 

Sun.ey, Joun, Monk Frystone, York, Gardener Wakefield 
Pet May 31 Ord aa 10 

Tez, Anruur Cuarces, Coventry, Plumber Coventry Pet 
A . — 1 th, Black 

Vickery, Joun Gare, Plymouth, Blacksmith Plymouth 
Pet Augi1 Ord Aug 11 4) 

Wearueritt, Samver, Holme upon Spalding Moor, York, 
Bricklayer York Pet Aug10 Ord Aug 10 

Wuitte.., Henry Epwarp, Rochester, Builder Rochester 
Pet Augio Ord Aug 10 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Many Exiza, Cambridge terr, Hyde Park, Widow 


ogine Driver 


| AYToUN. 
High Court Adjud Sept 1,196 Annul Aug 9, 1890 





~ 
Law,” continues to PREPARE for 
the Bar and all University Law inatio 


ns. 
Bar Examination, May, 1899—15 sent up, 14 passed. 
June, 1899— il gained the B.C.L. » ead at Oxford. 
‘Address, 11, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 


ITORS’. JOURNAL. 





"(Editors of the “Law Students’ J he. 
2, Cuanoerylane London, WC. continue 1 read wi 
en' an iva’ 
for th F Winsl and Snbemenclione Fn) 


or the 
and for the Bar Final. Particulars personally or by letter, 
Po CE Th 
i at 22, e, for y e . 
Last J UNE Fixau.—Every member of 2 classes (26) who 
had read from 3 to 6 months passed. Out of 15 sent in for 
Honours 10 were in the Honours list, including 2 Prizemen, 


M®&. BERTRAM JACOBS, LL.B. (Lond.), 
First in Honours Jurisprudenc2 and Roman Lay, 
First in Honours Common Law and Equity, Honourman 
Solicitors’ Final, Exhibitioner and University Law Scholar, 
oo es for all Law Examinations.—Apply 61, Fore-street, 








YOUNG SOLICITOR, desirous of learn- 

ing the Practice, requires a Clerkship at small salary, 

— Apply, X., c/o Soxicitors’ Journat, 27, Chancery. 
lane, W.C. 


O SOLICITORS WITH CAPITAL.—A 
; ae. in Tole t —— sd remove 
to larger centre, is prepa ispose of his Practice at a 
early date; Slecinain tly tented Wille, — Adtenes z 
care of T. 8. Burtie Esq., 4, Bedford-row, London. 








NEXPENSIVE SCHOOL for SONS of 
GENTLEMEN.—Nearly 600 have already been edu- 
cated; thirty guineas per annum ; vicar warden, graduate 
masters, excellent arrangements, sports, diet, gymnasium, 
references, &c.; healthy village.—Address, Heapmasrzs, 
Schorne College, near Winslow. 





ROUND - RENTS. — Leaseholds, abso- 
lutely secure, to 4 per cent. clear after providi 
redemption fund ; Brechalds to pay over 3 per phate 
Agents, Messrs. Lumveys, St. James’s House, 22, Bt, 
James’s-street, 8.W. 


OOKS WANTED, SOLICITORS’ FINAL. 

—Gibson’s; alzo Prideaux, Snell, Practices ; Latest 

Editions.—C , care of Torr, Ironmonger, Manor-park- 
parade, Lee, S.E. 


\HE DENTAL HOSPITAL OF LONDON 
MEDICAL SCHOOL, LEICESTER SQUARE. 


The WINTER SESSION, 1899-1900, will COMMENCE 
on MONDAY, OCTOBER 2nd. 

Dental Anatomy and Physiology (Human and Comparative) 
—Cuanrces 8. Tomes, F.R 8., M.A. (Oxon.), F R.C.8, 
LD.8., on Tuesdays and ‘Ihursdays at 5 p.m, 
(Summer.) (Demonstrator—A. Horrwe..i Swmira, 
L B.C.P., M.R.C 8., L mt 

Dental Surgery and Pathology—Wituiam Hean, M.R.CS, 
L.D 8., on Tuesdays and Fridays at 8 a.m. (Summer.) 
(Demonstrator—R. Hexscne i, L D.S. 

Mechanical Dentistry —E. Lioyp Wiiiams, L.B.CP., 
M.R.CS, L.D.8., L.8.A., on Wednesdays at 5.80 p.m. 
(Winter. ) 

Metallurgy and its appli ation to Dental Purposes—Dr. 
Forster Morutry, M.A., F.I.C., F.C.S, on Thurs- 
days at 5 om: (Winter.) (Demonstrator —Pency 
Ricuarps, F.I.C., F.C.8.) 

The Hospital is open both morning and afternoon. 

During the Sesions the Surgeons of the day will give 
demonstrations at stated hours. 

The Medical Tutor holds classes before each Examination 
for the L.D.S. ‘ 

The House Surgeons attend daily while the Hospital is 


open. 

PThe Saunders and Walker Scholarships of £20 per annum 
each and Prizes are open for competition. 

Fee for ove yous Hospital Practice required by the 
Curriculum, uding Lectures, £50 in one rn. or 50 
guineas in two yearly instalments. The Curriculum re- 

uires two yeara to be passed at a General Hospital. The 
ee for this is about £55. Poth Hospitals can be attended 
simultaneously, 4 

The Calendar may be obtained on epptcetion to the 
Dua, who attends at the —— on Wednesday morn- 
ings from 10,30 till 12 through the pene. 

MORTON SMALE, Dean. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE ASA MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, 
To Her Majesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 
Judicial Bench, Corporation of London, &c. 








ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
erks, and Olerke of the Peace. 


Corporation Robes University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


Law W: 


Aug. 19, 1899, 
RS. INDERMAUR & THWAITES © 
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